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ABSTRACT
As an alternative to disciplinary suspension, Louisiana State 
University implemented an educational intervention program for 
students found guilty of charges of academic dishonesty as defined by 
the Code of Student Conduct. The purpose of this study was fourfold:
(a) to describe the characteristics of 68 cheaters who participated in 
the intervention programs over four different semesters, (b) to 
describe the psychosocial and environmental factors that were 
perceived by identified students as influencing their decisions to 
cheat, (c) to determine the extent of change in selected psychological 
measurements of cheaters upon completion of the program, and (d) to 
describe cheaters' summative evaluation responses to the program.
The educational intervention program was a twelve-week course 
that met for a two-hour period weekly and was repeated each semester. 
The curriculum, which employed a combination of group counseling and 
lecture-discussion methodologies, included the topics of values, 
ethical reasoning, locus of control, problem-solving, study skills, 
time management, and procrastination.
Single-sample chi-square tests revealed that among the cheaters 
there were significantly more males, students between the ages of 
20-23, sophomores through seniors, business and engineering majors, 
fraternity/sorority members, and international students than were 
typical of the undergraduate population. Most subgroups of cheaters 
had lower grade-point averages than relative groups of undergraduates. 
Psychosocial factors perceived by cheaters to influence cheating
x i
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differed according to subgroups, but environmental influences were 
similar for all cheaters.
Cheaters’ characteristics were described according to the 
Defining Issues Test (Rest, 1979), I-E Locus of Control Scale (Rotter, 
1966), Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Myers, 1976), Personal Orientation 
Inventory (Shostrum, 1974), Rokeach Value Survey (Rokeach, 1973), 
Student Developmental Task Inventory (Winston, Miller, & Prince,
1979), and the Survey of Study Habits and Attitudes (Brown & Holtzman, 
1964). At the conclusion of the program, the inner directed subscore 
on the Personal Orientation Inventory was observed to increase 
significantly for males and the total group. Other pre-posttest 
differences were not significant. Cheaters evaluated the program 
positively and recommended its continuance to enhance other students' 
development.
x i l
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION
Statement of the Problem 
Academic dishonesty is at epidemic levels in America's 
institutions of higher learning, and many universities are attempting 
to determine appropriate ways of dealing with the volume of 
disciplinary incidences that are associated with academic dishonesty. 
According to surveys conducted on many campuses, only a small 
percentage of cheaters are actually apprehended from approximately 
half of the student body that participates in academically dishonest 
behavior (Bowers, 1964; Singhal, 1982). Some estimates indicate that 
the incidence of cheating on college campuses has increased by 20 to 
30 percent during the last decade (Lamont, 1979). Other studies which 
have compared statistics over the last fifty years indicate that 
student participation in some form of academic dishonesty has remained 
relatively constant, involving between 30 to 63 percent of campus 
populations (Pavela, 1981; Roark, 1981). The frequency of cheating is 
higher when self-report measures are used, ranging between 40 to 95 
percent of the undergraduates at large universities.
In an attempt to understand the problem of cheating, Lamont 
(1979) interviewed 675 students, teachers, parents, and administrators 
at twelve select universities: Harvard, Columbia, Yale, Stanford,
Pennsylvania, Dartmouth, Michigan, Princeton, University of California 
at Berkely, Columbia, Cornell, Brown, and the University of Chicago. 
Because of its size and comprehensiveness, his analysis may be 
considered one of the new classics in the literature about cheating.
1
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2His interpretation reveals a "generation losing its soul to the demons 
of competitive stress. College students today are obsessed with 
grades, accreditation, and achievement at all costs" (p. 3).
"Cheating was once a practice of students who were lazy or unprepared. 
Today bright and ambitious students are cheating in the name of 
academic survival" (pp. 71-72).
Lamont explains that in the first half of the century, academic 
integrity was fostered by a less diverse student population, a close 
student/teacher ratio, the presence of honor codes, the threat of 
serious punishment, and the internalization of the normative value 
that cheating was socially taboo. College students now come from 
disparate backgrounds and are less likely to conform to a single 
standard of behavior. College students are cheating more openly and 
talking about how they can get away with it. Students believe no one 
gets caught and that cheating is part of academic life.
Lamont attributes the high incidence of cheating to a societal 
trend toward ethical cynicism and an increased sense of personal 
stress. As evidence of this trend, he points out related incidences 
of library thefts, ruining other student's lab experiments, and 
falsifying letters of recommendation and transcripts to get into 
professional schools. He says cheating has been tolerated by the 
generation following the "do-your-own-thing" moral tone of the 1960s 
as students have observed the massive political and corporate cheating 
of the 1970s and 1980s.
Jellison (1984) elaborates on this theme by stating that there 
has been an increase in tax evasion, shoplifting, office theft, and 
falsification of resumes in recent years.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
3These instances of dishonesty have a snowball effect:
Many people tend to think that since everyone else 
is cheating, they have to do the same in order to 
protect themselves. In the past, breaking the rules 
was viewed as an exception. Now such behavior is 
considered commonplace, (p. 53)
Lamont (1979) challenges universities not to "condemn this 
Watergate mentality while adopting the same hypocrisy and 
self-delusion" (p. 86). If cheating is as widespread as currently 
thought, institutions of higher education should be challenged to 
create innovative solutions for the problem. Jellison (1984) believes 
the best solution lies in enforcing regulations that prohibit 
unethical behavior.
It is not so much that people today have more 
character flaws or that public morality has 
declined drastically. Rather, what has happened 
is the steady erosion of our society's incentives 
and punishments that pressured people to act with 
integrity, (p. 54)
Pavela (1979) agrees with Jellison's philosophy and offers a 
rationale for strong disciplinary action for academic dishonesty.
The imposition of discipline represents a moral 
judgment about the act in question and, ultimately, 
about the social and ethical development of the 
individual involved. The power of moral condemna­
tion, in the University context, compels students 
to view their misbehavior from an ethical
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Aperspective. The normal excuses for inadequate 
academic performance are simply not relevant in a 
context where the focus of inquiry is upon the 
principle of right and wrong, (p. A)
The modern approach to discipline, as outlined by Smith (1978) 
and encouraged by the student development movement, is much more than 
a dispensing of sanctions only. He describes it as an opportunity to 
enhance the moral development and maturity of students through 
educational intervention. The disciplinary process should focus on 
the "causes and consequences of their motivations and behaviors and 
also teach substitute behaviors and motivations" (p. 25). He believes 
that future ethical behaviors may not occur without "real growth in 
maturity, self-understanding and self-discipline" (p. 27).
With Smith's theory as a basis, the institution in which this 
study occurred changed its disciplinary approach for academic 
dishonesty from a dispensing of sanctions only to an educational 
intervention program.
Like many other universities, Louisiana State 
University's Code of Student Conduct requires that 
any student found to have committed an act of 
premeditated academic dishonesty be suspended from 
the University for approximately one semester. As 
with all policies, individual circumstances often 
merited exceptions. The University's Code of 
Student Conduct provided for a mechanism to grant 
exceptions, but it did not provide for an accept­
able alternative to suspension.
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5To provide for this alternative and to begin to 
move from a legally oriented administrative policy 
structure to the development of an educational 
model, an educational intervention program was 
proposed to the faculty, academic deans, students, 
and members of the Student Affairs Division who 
comprise the policy-making board of the Code of 
Student Conduct. After some discussion and 
modification, a two-year experimental program, 
designed to change the behavior of students who 
were involved in acts of academic dishonesty, was 
approved. In lieu of suspension from the University, 
students selected by the Dean of Students have the 
option to remain in the University and participate in 
the educational program. Participation in the 
program is voluntary (Blimling & Mathews, 1984).
Purpose and Significance of the Study 
The original intent of the program was to change students' values 
and associated behaviors by enhancing their ethical reasoning skills 
within the framework provided by Lawrence Kohlberg's (1971) theory of 
moral development. Although this was the primary goal, of 
considerable importance to members of the University community was to 
gain a better understanding of the reasons why cheating appeared to be 
increasing. Hopefully, insight into these reasons would provide 
better methods of encouraging students to internalize the value of 
academic honesty. Additionally, based on Chickering's (1969) theory
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
6that students react to stressful developmental tasks for which they 
are unprepared, another goal of the program was to enhance academic 
and psychological coping skills that many students who committed acts 
of academic dishonesty appeared to lack (Blimling & Mathews, 1984).
A review of literature revealed that few educational intervention 
programs for college students with disciplinary problems are 
documented and, of those, none was specifically designed for problems 
of academic dishonesty. Additionally, no study previously had been 
conducted regarding the characteristics of students who cheat at 
Louisiana State University. The research was designed to fill a void 
in both of those areas by describing the following components:
(a) the characteristics of cheaters who have participated in a special 
educational Intervention program at Louisiana State University,
(b) the psychosocial and environmental factors that were perceived by 
identified students as influencing their decisions to cheat, (c) the 
extent of change in selected psychological measurements of Identified 
cheaters upon completion of the educational intervention program, and 
(d) cheaters’ summative evaluation responses to the educational 
intervention program. The ultimate purpose of this study was to 
disseminate the research results to the university community so that 
appropriate policy decisions may be made.
Research Objectives 
The goal of this study was to meet the following research 
objectives:
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7Ob jective _1. To describe the demographic characteristics of 
cheaters who have participated in the educational intervention 
programs at LSU;
Objective 2. To describe the demographic similarities and 
differences between identified cheaters and the rest of the 
undergraduate population at LSU;
Objective J3. To describe the demographic similarities and 
differences between identified cheaters at LSU and cheaters from other 
universities as profiled in the literature;
Objective j4. To delimit specific psychosocial and environmental 
factors that may be related to the incidence of cheating at LSU;
Objective 5. To describe similarities and differences between 
identified cheaters at LSU and college student norms provided in the 
literature with respect to values orientation, moral reasoning, locus 
of control, self-actualization, study orientation, and student task 
development;
Objective 6. To determine the extent of change in values 
orientation, moral reasoning, locus of control, and self-actualization 
of identified cheaters upon completion of the educational intervention 
program at LSU;
Objective 7. To summarize identified cheaters' evaluations of 
the educational intervention program.
Definition of Terms
Cheaters
Cheaters were students who were found guilty of charges of 
academic dishonesty as defined in the Louisiana State University Code
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
8of Student Conduct during the semesters of Spring 1983, Fall 1983, 
Spring 1984, and Fall 1984.
Educational Intervention Program
The educational intervention program was a twelve-week course 
that met for a two-hour period weekly and was taught by the researcher 
and sponsored by the Dean of Students Office. Course components are 
outlined in Appendix A.
Assumptions
1. With respect to the incidence of cheating, LSU is not unlike 
other large public universities in the nation.
2. Future ethical behavior can be encouraged by participation in 
an educational intervention program.
3. The educational intervention program is a more appropriate 
disciplinary sanction than either suspension or probation alone 
because those approaches do not provide the necessary challenge and 
support for cheaters to learn new skills, improve bad habits, clarify 
values, consider ethical issues, or build self-esteem.
Delimitations
The focus of this study pertained only to students identified and 
found guilty of cheating according to the procedures outlined in the 
Code of Student Conduct and who elected to participate in the 
educational intervention program. Although these cheaters may be 
assumed to be representative of all cheaters at LSU and those at 
similar institutions, there was no empirical evidence to support that 
belief.
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9Order of Presentation 
The purpose of Chapter I was to introduce the problem for the 
ensuing investigation, including the purpose and significance of the 
study and the associated assumptions and delimitations. Chapter II 
provides the review of literature and delineates variables relevant to 
this research. Chapter III furnishes an explanation of the research 
design and the methodology for the data analysis. In Chapter IV, the 
results of the descriptive analyses are supplied. Chapter V contains 
a discussion of the results, recommendations for application, and 
implications for further research.
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
The review of related literature addresses the following four 
components: (a) behavior and attitudes (frequency of cheating by
college students and student attitudes about cheating), (b) personal 
characteristics of cheaters, (c) environmental factors associated with 
cheating, and (d) educational intervention programs.
Behavior and Attitudes
Frequency of Cheating b_£ College Students
As previously reported in the Introduction, a comparison of 
statistics over the last fifty years indicates that students' 
participation in some form of academic dishonesty has remained 
relatively constant, involving between 30 to 65 percent of campus 
populations (Pavela, 1981; Roark, 1981). The frequency of cheating is 
higher when self-report measures are used, ranging between 40 to 95 
percent of the undergraduate populations at large universities.
Tables 1 and 2 display the incidence rates for studies using 
self-report questionnaires and those using some form of temptation 
task to induce a behavioral measurement of cheating.
It is well-known that self-report measures are not accurate 
representations of reality. Nevertheless, since the criterion measure 
is cheating in this instance, it is more logical to accept the results 
of self-report studies over behavioral experiments. At an intuitive 
level, there appears to be no reason why students would inflate their 
self-reported incidences of cheating, although they might minimize
10
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Table 1
Percentage of Self-Reported Cheating by College Students
Authors Date Location Sample Percentage
Freeman & 
Ataov
1960 New York 38 freshmen & 
sophomores
87
Bowers 1964 national
sample
5000 students 
at 99 colleges
50
Bonjean 1964 Texas 392 undergraduates 
at 2 universities
58 & 
81
Steininger 1964 Pennsylvania 49 undergraduates 96
Garfield 1967 Illinois 80 undergraduates 50
Knowlton & 
Hamerlynck
1967 Indiana & 
Oregon
698 undergraduates 48
Smith et 
al.
1972 New York 112 undergraduates 
at 2 universities
91 & 
97
Oaks 1975 Nebraska 512 undergraduates 50
Budig 1979 20 large 
universities
20 student body 
presidents
40
Chapin & 
Dalton
1979 Iowa 152 undergraduates 83
Dalton 1980 Iowa 802 undergraduates 52
(observed
others)
Baird 1980 Pennsylvania 200 undergraduates 75
Cole 1981 California 1961 = 75 
1976 = 192 
1980 = 565
30
Roark 1981 Stanford,
Amherst,
Dartmouth,
Michigan
summary of studies 
(samples unknown)
30 - 60
Singhal 1982 Arizona 365 undergraduates 56
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Table 2
Percentage of Experimentally Induced Cheating by College Students
Authors Date Location Sample Percentage
Hetherington 
& Feldman
1964 Wisconsin 78 undergraduates 59
Dienstbier 
& Munter
1971 Nebraska 95 undergraduates 38
Johnson & 
Gormly
1971 Wisconsin 27 ROTC men 33
Sherrill 
et al.
1971 Texas or 
New York
119 undergraduates 23 - 30
Fakouri 1972 Indiana 154 undergraduates 16
Karabenick 
& Srull
1978 Michigan 64 undergraduates 45
Bronzaft 1973 large urban 
university
117 undergraduates 56
Wilkinson 1974 Ohio 137 undergraduates 25
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their involvement. Conversely, there is ample evidence that 
experimental inducements to cheat reduce the risk of detection so that 
either the incidence of cheating unnaturally is inflated or the 
purpose of the study is so transparent that brighter students refrain 
from participation. Thus, the behavioral measure may not be 
generalizable to the non-experimental setting.
Johnson and Gormly (1972) explain, "A problem with research on 
these issues is that it is not possible to discern whether the effects 
are due to enhanced motivation or increased opportunity to cheat”
(p. 321). Frequencies of cheating, therefore, should be viewed 
cautiously with an awareness of the settings in which they were 
collected.
Student Attitudes about Cheating
The following attitude studies reveal that college students 
believe cheating is a common practice on campuses today, that other 
students do not strongly disapprove of cheating, and almost no 
students would report a cheater to a school authority. Singhal (1982) 
surveyed 364 Arizona undergraduates and found that although 86% 
believed cheating was wrong, 40% indicated there could be a valid 
reason for cheating. Only 7% of the students there had ever reported 
another student for cheating.
Barnett and Dalton's (1981) survey of 802 Iowa freshmen and 
seniors revealed that only 49% strongly believed that cheating is 
never justified and most students believed that their close friends 
only mildly disapproved of cheating. Over 80% of this sample said 
they "looked the other way when they saw someone cheating on an exam" 
and only one student would report a cheater.
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In contrast, Cole’s (1981) longitudinal study of Stanford 
University students surveyed in 1961 (n = 75), 1976 (n = 192), and 
1980 (n «* 834) revealed that although many students believed 
widespread cheating occurs, they generally saw little cheating and 
were rarely aware of others’ cheating. About three-fourths of the 
students in the 1980 group would report observed cheating. The Cole 
findings stand apart from other frequency and attitudinal studies. 
Although the study provided no discussion as to what factors account 
for the differences, it is suspected that the population of students 
who attend Stanford University is different from the population that 
supplies enrollees to the mostly public institutions reported herein.
Nuss, Pavela, and Thomas (1981), who polled undergraduates in a 
Maryland university, found that only 3% would report a cheating 
student and 43% would ignore the incident. Approximately 28% would 
report the cheating, however, if they "considered the incident to be 
at least somewhat serious." Given the hypothetical situation that a 
university regulation would require students to report cheaters, only 
15% said they would report an observation of cheating, which was about 
half the proportion of students (29%) who would still ignore the 
incident.
Baird (1980) administered a questionnaire to a random sample of 
200 Pennsylvania undergraduates representing approximately equal 
numbers of males and females from different academic majors. The 
results indicated that although 57% disapproved of cheating, 40% did 
not disapprove of the practice. Over 75% believed cheating is a 
normal part of life and estimated that more than 75% of the student 
body cheats. Only 1% of this sample said they would report students
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they saw cheating compared to the 80% who would not report cheating. 
Only half of the non-report group would be disturbed about seeing 
other students cheat.
The Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education (1980) 
reported that approximately 9% of the 25,000 undergraduates polled in 
their 1976 national survey said "some forms of cheating are necessary 
to get the grades they want" (p. 10). The incidence increased to 11% 
at comprehensive universities and colleges. This prestigious research 
group reported that "almost half (47%) of American college students 
believe that many successful students at their colleges make it by 
beating the system rather than by studying" (pp. 12-13). The report 
cautioned readers to recognize that this group of cheaters consisted 
of a "substantial minority," not the majority, of college populations. 
An interesting facet of the Carnegie surveys of 1976 is that "93% of 
undergraduates think it is essential or fairly important to formulate 
ethical values during college" (p. 2).
Chapin et al. (1980) surveyed a random sample of 152 
undergraduates living in different residences at an Iowa university.
Of note in this study is the fact that although 80% of the sample had 
observed cheating during an exam, 70% disagreed with the contention 
that cheating was a serious problem there. Less than 1% of the 
students would report an observed incidence of cheating.
Schab (1980a) compared the attitudes of over 1,000 college and 
non-college bound Georgia high school students surveyed in 1969 and 
1979. The proportion of college bound students who agreed with the 
statement, "Sometimes it is necessary to be dishonest," increased 
significantly during the ten year span. In 1969, 30% agreed, whereas
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in 1979, 62% agreed. Only about 25% of the students believed most 
Americans are honest. An opposing trend was noted, however, in 
response to the statement, "Cheating to get into college will result 
in failure in college." In 1969, 62% agreed and in 1979, 79% agreed. 
The author attributed this result to the increase in the number of 
high school students who attended college in 1979 and who had more 
contact with college students who may have related their experiences 
to them.
Budig (1979) surveyed student body presidents at 20 large public 
universities and found they believed cheating was on the decline.
Most presidents perceived that fewer than a third of the seniors at 
their institutions had ever cheated and that cheating was more 
prevalent in high schools, where students had not yet established 
career objectives. Since this survey contradicts the results of most 
other attitude studies conducted at large universities, it might be 
speculated that this small sample of student body presidents either 
does not know their student populations as well as expected or that 
they are conscientious public relations representatives for their 
institutions.
David and Kovach (1979) surveyed 100 undergraduates at a 
university in Washington, DC, about their willingness to purchase 
grade insurance (pay for a guaranteed grade) as a measure of their 
acceptance of unethical educational practices. Although only 15% of 
the students stated they would actually enroll in the program, none 
considered the grade insurance plan to be unethical or dishonest.
About 40% of the freshmen had no opinion or were undecided about the
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viability of the plan, whereas 50% of the seniors believed the program 
was a viable option.
Some well-known earlier studies reached similar conclusions.
Oaks (1975) surveyed a random sample of speech students at two 
medium-sized universities, one in urban Maryland (n^ « 390) and the 
other in rural Nebraska (n_ « 512). Approximately half of the students 
(53%) at the Maryland university, compared to only 16% of the Nebraska 
students, considered cheating to be a moderate to serious problem on 
their campus. The author noted that the longer the Maryland students 
were on campus, the more serious the problem was perceived to be. 
Results from the other university (Nebraska) may have been skewed, 
however, because over 90% of the sample consisted of freshmen or 
sophomores.
Knowlton and Hamerlynck (1967) polled representative samples of 
undergraduates at two universities, a large metropolitan university in 
Indiana (n^ * 533) and a small rural university in Oregon (n^ = 165). 
Upon comparing admitted cheaters with non-cheaters, they discovered 
that cheaters (more than noncheaters) perceived that other students 
frequently cheat. The authors believed the cheaters' estimates were 
accurate because 81% of one sample admitted to having cheated. The 
"frequent cheaters" of that group believed 40% of the university 
cheated regularly, while the noncheaters believed that only 10% of the 
student body cheated regularly.
Steininger, Johnson, & Kirts (1964) administered a questionnaire 
to 49 undergraduates in a psychology class. Most of the students said 
cheating was justified in some situations, that they sometimes had the 
urge to cheat, and/or to let others copy. Only 2 students said that
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cheating was never justified. All of the students believed that 
cheating was the norm among college students in general, although only 
14% said most college students cheat frequently.
Other than the Stanford results (Cole, 1981), where the incidence 
of cheating remained stable at 30% and where three-fourths of the 
students said they would report cheaters to an authority, most studies 
indicated that only 1 to 7% of students would report an incidence of 
cheating. Lamont (1979) attributed this disinclination to condemn 
cheating to "the bugbear of tattling, a suspicion of authority, and 
the belief that personal integrity should not be policed" (p. 84).
Lamont1s statement is in keeping with Chickering's (1969) 
developmental theory which posits that most college students have not 
yet resolved the challenges of becoming autonomous individuals (Vector 
3) and have not integrated values, which typically occurs at a later 
stage (Vector 7). Similarly, Kohlberg’s (1971) theory explains that 
strong peer-orientation is typical of most college students who are 
still reasoning at Stage 3 in which "individuals conform to 
stereotypical images of what is the majority behavior" (Kohlberg & 
Wasserman, 1980; Widick et al., 1981b).
For example, Levine (1980) describes an occasion where one 
student explained that others did not report cheating "because 
students genuinely care about each other" (p. 59). Another study 
(Barnett & Dalton, 1981) showed that although most students disagreed 
with the contention that reporting someone for cheating is worse than 
cheating, nevertheless, approximately 75% of that sample said that 
students looked the other way when they saw someone cheating on an 
exam. Apparently, there is truth in Schab's (1980a) observation that
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the "no squealing code" is as strong today as it was over a decade 
ago. The only substantial risk of detection lies in the authority of 
the instructor.
Rationale for Cheating
Because so many students believe cheating is sometimes justified, 
it is important to determine what constitutes their rationale. When 
questioned about why they had cheated, college students have offered 
the following reasons:
1. A strong need to achieve and/or fear of failure 
(Karabenick & Srull, 1972; Smith et al., 1972;
Farley, 1974; Oaks, 1975; Lamont, 1979; David &
Kovach, 1979; Baird, 1980; Schab, 1980; Barnett &
Dalton, 1981; Hardy, 1981; Nuss, 1982; Singhal,
1982);
2. Insufficient study time and large work load (Smith 
et al., 1972; Oaks, 1975; Baird, 1980);
3. Avoidance of studying (Oaks, 1975; Schab, 1980);
4. Need for approval from parents and instructors 
(Karabenick & Srull, 1972; Smith et al., 1972;
Schab, 1980; Holleque, 1982);
5. Miscellaneous other reasons (e.g., monetary, 
influence of friends, unfair test questions, 
irrelevant and boring course material, etc.)
(David & Kovach, 1979; Baird, 1980).
In contrast, students have offered the following reasons for why they 
do not cheat:
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1. Think it is dishonest (Oaks, 1975);
2. Fear detection (Oaks, 1975; Karabenick & Srull,
1972);
3. Know material well enough that cheating is 
unnecessary (Oaks, 1975; Smith et al,, 1972).
These reasons suggest that Houston's (1976a) analysis of cheating
behavior is accurate. He contended that cheating behavior is complex
in origin and involves the interaction of specific situational 
variables and broad personality traits. Houston cautioned that 
generalizations about cheating must take into account the type of task 
required, the subject matter, and other situational characteristics. 
The remainder of the literature review will focus on the personal and 
environmental factors found to have relevance to cheating behavior.
Personal Characteristics of Cheaters
Sex
Of all the personal variables mentioned in the literature, the 
relationship between the student's sex and cheating behavior has been 
the one most frequently examined. Most of the results fall into two 
categories: (a) males cheat significantly more than females
(Hetherington & Feldman, 1964; DeVries & Ajzen, 1971; Fakouri, 1972; 
Smith et al., 1972; Oaks, 1975; Kelly & Worell, 1978; Baird, 1980; 
Schab, 1980b; Newhouse, 1982; U.S. News, 1984) or (b) there is no 
significant difference between the frequency of cheating by males and 
females (Bonjean & McGee, 1964; Bowers, 1964; Garfield et al., 1967; 
Knowlton & Hamerlynck, 1967; Fischer, 1970; Dienstbier & Munter, 1971;
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Johnson & Gorraly, 1972; Vitro & Schoer, 1972; Wilkinson, 1973; Cole, 
1981; Holleque, 1982).
Of the 21 studies that examined this variable, only two (Jacobson 
et al., 1970; Leming, 1980) found that females cheated significantly 
more than males. The first study (Jacobson et al., 1970) was unusual 
in design in that it focused on a temptation task of working beyond a 
time limit during the experimentor's absence, rather than on the 
changing of incorrect answers as in most experimental studies. The 
task was presented to students in an environment where there was a low 
risk of detection and where personality variables were less likely to 
have interfered with the results. (See "Environmental Factors" in 
this review for further discussion.)
The other study (Leming, 1980) found that all subjects, male and 
female, cheated more in a setting where there was little risk of 
detection (as opposed to a high risk condition) and that females 
cheated significantly more than males in this setting. The author 
believed the results indicated that females are less conforming and 
obedient than was once true and, thus, they are just as likely to 
cheat as males.
That assumption may be accurate given that few other factors can 
be identified which account for the ambiguity of results among 
studies. In the three groups, the chronology, regionality, numbers of 
subjects, and methods of measurement (use of temptation task versus 
self-report questionnaire) were similar with few outstanding features. 
Two of the "no difference" studies (Bonjean & McGee, 1964; Holleque, 
1982) showed that although males cheated more than females, the 
results were not statistically significant. Three of the "no
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difference" studies (Fischer, 1970; Johnson & Gormly, 1972; Vitro & 
Schoer, 1972) used elementary school rather than college populations, 
but they are included in this review because they were conducted 
carefully and are exemplary studies in the field.
Kelly & Worell (1978) conducted a.personality study of male and 
female cheaters identified through a temptation task (scoring their 
own tests in the absence of the instructor). The authors used a 
large, non-randomized sample of undergraduates enrolled in a 
psychology class at the University of Kentucky (ii = 259 males and 370 
females) . Subjects were administered Jackson's Personality Research 
Form to ascertain personality characteristics.
The authors profiled male cheaters, relative to those males who 
were non-cheaters, as aggressive, antagonistic, vindictive, 
interpersonally domineering, highly dependent upon other people's 
evaluations and concerned about the possibility of bodily harm. Male 
cheaters were overly reliant on external sources of approval, loud and 
attention-seeking, and lacking in cooperation. The authors stated 
that status is a potent reinforcer for the male cheater.
Female cheaters, as compared with female non-cheaters, were 
described as exaggerated thrill-seekers, lacking concern about 
physical harm, lacking impulse control and more likely to seek 
attention through conspicuous, demonstrative behavior. Female 
cheaters were found to be rebellious, non-conformists, and relatively 
alienated. The authors stated that female cheaters are reinforced by 
the very act of cheating rather than by the status accrued from high 
grades.
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Although the results of that study indicated that females and 
males may cheat for different reasons, the authors cautioned that 
cheating behavior also is influenced by situational determinants such 
as ease of transgression, perceived surveillance, and reinforcements 
associated with the transgression. Burton (1976) offered similar 
conclusions: ". . .there are no reliable overall sex differences in
honesty. The differences found are contingent on other factors that 
interact with the sex of the subject, such as the motivation elicited 
by the tests and the age of the subjects" (p. 182).
Age and Year in School
Results of studies that have examined the variables of age and/or 
year in school are mixed. Four studies disclosed that the incidence 
of cheating was greater for younger than older students (Knowlton & 
Hamerlynck, 1967; Henshel, 1971; Cole, 1981; Baird, 1980).
Although Henshel (1971) did not use a college population, her 
study is important because it revealed a congruence between values and 
behavior for students who were much younger than the subjects of this 
study. (See the "Attitudes" and "Moral Reasoning" sections of this 
review for further discussion on this topic.) She presented 
elementary schoolgirls in the fourth through seventh grades with a 
values questionnaire and an opportunity to alter answers during the 
self-scoring of a test. The results indicated that younger children 
cheated more than older students and that negative correlations 
between the values scores and the number of cheating incidents rose 
steeply from the lower to higher grades.
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Knowlton & Hamerlynck (1967) found that self-reported cheaters at 
two universities (Indiana University and the University of Oregon) 
were younger than non-cheaters and were likely to be freshmen or 
sophomores. Cole (1981), however, reported a substantial increase in 
self-reported cheating at Stanford from the freshman to sophomore 
years with no substantial increases or decreases thereafter. Both of 
those studies used large, random samples.
Baird (1980) discovered that more students said they had cheated 
in high school than in college and of that group, upperclass students 
were least likely to have cheated in high school. The author, in 
agreement with Cole’s conclusions, reported that sophomores were more 
likely to have cheated in college. Of note was the finding that 
sophomores cheated more on unit tests (which occur more frequently), 
seniors cheated more on final exams, and freshmen were least likely to 
involve other students in the act of cheating. The "number of present 
courses cheated in" did not vary by year in school, however. This 
last finding agreed with those of DeVries and Ajzen (1971) and 
Wilkinson (1973) who found that age and/or year in school had no 
significant relationship with the tendency to cheat.
In contrast, four earlier studies reported that older students 
were more likely to cheat than younger students (Bonjean & McGee,
1964; Bowers, 1964; Harp & Taietez, 1966; David & Kovach, 1979). It 
is believed, however, that those studies had measurement problems that 
may place them in the "no relationship" category directly above. The 
results from the first study in this group (Bonjean & McGee, 1964) 
were ambiguous in that they used a dichotomous variable (less than or 
more than one year of duration at the university) rather than the
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usual four-year descriptors. They determined that students who had 
been enrolled more than one year reported more cheating than those who 
were new students. This study, therefore, might fit into the previous 
category because it was not made clear whether there was any increase 
in cheating after the sophomore year. The study is of further 
interest to this research because it involved random samples of 200 
students each from two large, state-supported, Southern universities, 
one using an Honor Code and the other a proctor system for detection 
of cheating.
The second study (Bowers, 1964) revealed that the incidence of 
cheating increased moderately during the first three years of college 
and leveled off at the junior year. However, when a specific time 
period was delimited (number of cheating incidents during the previous 
academic term), a slightly smaller proportion of students in each 
successive year admitted cheating. The authors offered two reasons 
for this result: (a) cheating occurs relatively early in the students’ 
college career and the proportion of recent cheating adds nothing to 
the cumulative rate for seniors or (b) the progressive attrition of 
"poorer" students lessens the population who are more prone to cheat. 
The authors concluded that when proper research controls were 
included, year in school was not a major correlate of cheating, which 
places this study in the "no relationship" category.
The third study in this category (Harp & Taietez, 1966) found 
that cheating among fraternity students (not a representative sample 
of the larger university population) significantly increased from the 
freshman to senior year. Because this author did not compare the 
fraternity sample to the rest of the population, it is difficult to
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relate the results to the other studies reported herein. It is 
suspected that the normative environment of fraternities is quite 
different from other college environments. (For further discussion, 
see the "Fraternity/Sorority Membership" section of this review.) 
Additionally, the authors provided no control for time as Bowers 
(1964) did.
In the fourth study, David & Kovach (1966) offered students at a 
large, eastern university the opportunity to purchase insurance to 
guarantee a passing grade as a measure of their tendencies to engage 
in unethical acts. They discovered that seniors were three times more 
likely to want to purchase grades than freshmen. None of the junior 
and senior repondents considered the option dishonest, yet all of the 
freshmen either were undecided or had no opinion about the opportunity 
to buy grades.
It is unknown how the David & Kovach (1979) findings about 
unethical decisions toward buying grades would correlate with cheating 
behavior. The constructs of the study led students to believe that 
the grade insurance plan was acceptable to university administrators, 
whereas most students know cheating is not.
Although there is some disagreement among the results of the 
above studies, they lend credence to the belief that students quickly 
internalize the cheating norms of the college environment when they 
discover that cheating is profitable and the risk of detection is 
minimal. As Baird (1980) pointed out, the freshman incidence of 
cheating is likely to increase as skills, sophistication, and the 
socialization processes mature.
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Race
There are few studies that have investigated the variable of 
race. The classic study by Hartshorne and May (1928) pertaining to 
fifth through eighth graders revealed that cheating was more related 
to the cultural level and social status of students (,r => -.45), than 
to racial identity alone. When intelligence was held constant, even 
the cultural relationship to cheating was reduced (jr = -.30).
David and Kovach (1979) surveyed 100 undergraduates at a 
medium-sized Eastern university and discovered that black students 
(31.3%) were more willing than white students (14.7%) to pay $100 to 
guarantee a grade in a course. The authors speculated that the racial 
difference was due to the perception by black students that education 
is "an expensive commercial effort or business which pays off for 
those who can afford it" (p. 342). The sample of black students (n 
unknown) was small, according to the authors, and it should be 
reiterated that this study may have no bearing upon cheating behavior, 
which is a considerably different variable than attitudes about grade 
insurance.
Glatt and Haertel (1982) compared plagiarism incidences among 
four sections of undergraduates (jn = 75), two which were instructed to 
plagiarize and two which were not so instructed. Students who were 
unable to accurately fill in blanks that had been substituted for 
words in their returned papers were assumed not to have written the 
original material and, thus, to have plagiarized. Non-native English 
speakers exhibited more errors in the no-plagiarize condition than in 
the condition where they were instructed to plagiarize and black 
American students had higher error scores than non-black students. It
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is unknown whether cultural or academic characteristics were held 
constant in this study, which would explain whether race alone was the 
influencial factor.
Intelligence
Hartshorne and May's (1928) pioneer research about cheating, 
revealed an inverse relationship (r = -.50) between IQ and a 
behavioral measure of cheating for fourth through eighth grade 
students; cheating increased as level of intelligence decreased. When 
cultural level and age were partialed out, the more intelligent were 
still found to cheat less.
Fischer (1970) did not find a relationship between IQ scores of 
cheaters and noncheaters in a sample of Kentucky fourth through sixth 
graders (ri = 135) using the Otis Form B. In one school (n_ - 21), 
however, a negative relationship was noted between number of cheating 
responses and the Kuhlman-Anderson Form D IQ test (jr = -.48, £ < .05), 
which partially confirmed the Hartshorne and May results.
Wilkinson (1973) reported that undergraduates enrolled in 
education courses (£ = 137) who had higher Scholastic Aptitude Test 
math subscores tended to cheat less than students with lower SAT math 
scores. Verbal subscores, however, were not found to be related to 
cheating incidences. Kelly and Worell (1978) disclosed that male 
cheaters had lower ACT scores than male noncheaters at the University 
of Kentucky (n = 38, £  < .02), but the relationship, although present, 
was not as strong for females (n. = 46, £ < .10).
Although it seems logical for intelligence to be negatively 
correlated with cheating, the samples of these three studies differed
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greatly in time, age and number of students, and type of measurement 
instrument. It further may be argued that the ACT and SAT tests are 
achievement, not intelligent measures. Additionally, it is possible 
that other environmental and psychological factors may be interrelated 
with "intelligence". For example, Johnson and Gormly (1972) found no 
relationship between cheating and intelligence when the risk of 
detection was low. The authors contended that "high intelligence may 
function as an adaptive mechanism for evading obvious detection 
devices, but it is not associated with reduced motivation to cheat"
(p. 324).
Academic Achievement
Investigations of the relationship between cheating and academic 
achievment fall into two opposing groups. Nine studies disclosed that 
there was an inverse relationship between academic achievement and 
cheating behavior (Bonjean & McGee, 1964; Bowers, 1964; Hetherington & 
Feldman, 1964; Knowlton & Hamerlynck, 1967; Johnson & Gormly, 1972; 
Fakouri, 1972; Bronzaft et al., 1973; Baird, 1980; Holleque, 1982). 
Students with lower grades cheat more than students with higher 
grades. Of these, the Bowers (1964) study deserves further mention.
Bowers (1964) surveyed a random sample of 5,000 students from 99 
accredited colleges and universities throughout the nation 
(approximately 50 students per college) and 600 deans of students and 
500 student body presidents from a larger sample of universities. He 
discovered that "grades have a more important effect on cheating than 
the value placed on grades either by the student himself or, as he
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sees it, by his parents” (p. 92). The percentage of students who 
reported they had cheated significantly increased as grades dropped.
The issue is not that simple, however. Although he found that 
low grades and poor study habits operated as pressures to cheat, 
students who placed great importance on getting good grades were not 
likely to cheat even when they exhibited low grades. Conversely, the 
value parents placed on the importance of getting good grades (as 
perceived by students) acted as a pressure to cheat, especially for 
students with low grades. Bowers reported, "The highest proportion of 
cheaters (68%) is found among poor students who treat grades lightly 
but whose parents consider them to be important; the lowest proportion 
occurs among the good students who place high value on good grades"
(P. 95).
In contrast, nine studies revealed that achievement and cheating 
were not related (Hartshorne & May, 1928; Garfield, 1967; DeVries & 
Ajzen, 1971; Johnson & Gormly, 1971; Smith et al., 1972; Ellenburg, 
1973; Wilkinson, 1973; Leming, 1980; Singhal, 1982). Only two of 
these studies (Hartshorne & May, 1928; Wilkinson, 1973) examined both 
variables of intelligence and achievement. The two studies found that 
although cheating was inversely related to intelligence, it was not 
related to achievement.
The Hartshorne and May (1928) study attributed this result to two 
different possibilities: (a) achievement grades may have resulted from 
deception, whereas deception is less likely during the administration 
of intelligence tests or (b) students at different levels of 
achievement differ only in their motives for cheating. Students with 
lower grades may cheat to improve their standing while students with
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higher grades cheat to maintain them. (See "Need for Achievement" and 
"Fear of Failure" sections of this review.)
Leming (1980) reported that the perceived risk of detection may 
interact with the achievement variable. Their results, similar to the 
Johnson and Gormly (1972) findings about intelligence, revealed that 
students above the mean GPA cheated less in high risk conditions than 
in low risk conditions. Leming explained, "There is a point at which 
average students judge the advantages of cheating to be not worth the 
risk. Only above-average students were sensitive to variables in the 
testing condition" (p. 85).
Since examinations of achievement do not lead to a unitary 
result, it appears that other variables must be interacting with 
achievement such as motives, personality factors, and the environment. 
There are no otherwise outstanding research factors that might account 
for the differences.
Major Field of Study
Studies that have investigated academic majors or departments of 
study are inconclusive because each involved a different set of units. 
Bowers (1964) discovered that students in career-oriented fields such 
as business, engineering, and education cheated more than those who 
viewed college primarily in intellectual terms as in history, the 
humanities, and languages. Students majoring in the social sciences, 
physical sciences, and the arts fell between the two extremes. Bowers 
concluded that the latter group included a mix of students seeking 
both occupational training and knowledge for its own sake. He
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encouraged further research on the occupational plans of college 
cheaters.
Similar results were produced by Baird’s (1980) survey of 200 
Pennsylvania undergraduates, which revealed that business majors 
cheated significantly more on unit tests that did liberal arts or 
education majors. Liberal arts and education majors also were more 
likely to disapprove of cheating than business majors.
Oaks (1975) surveyed 512 students (mostly freshmen and 
sophomores) from a Nebraska college to determine in what departments 
cheating was perceived to be most prevalent. Although 19 of 27 
departments on campus were mentioned at least once, mathematics (67%), 
English (54%), and history (29%) received the greatest mention by 
students. Cole (1981) discovered, similarly, that "experiences with 
and knowledge about cheating were highest for science/math majors, 
although these students were not more likely than were others to have 
cheated themselves" (p. 113).
Need for Achievement
The need or motive to achieve has been described as "a 
disposition to approach success in order to obtain a sense of pride in 
accomplishment" (Smith et al., 1972, p. 641). Theoretically, a high 
need for achievement would "dispose a person to seek a good grade 
without resorting to cheating since cheating would deprive him of a 
sense of accomplishment" (Smith et al., 1972, p. 656). Three studies 
have confirmed that theory.
Schwartz et al. (1969) provided 35 male undergraduates from the 
University of Michigan an opportunity to cheat on a vocabulary test
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followed by a puzzle task in which an accomplice applied psychological 
pressure for help in completing the task. The authors discovered that 
need for achievement (as measured by Atkinson’s Achievement Risk 
Preference Scale) was related positively to not cheating and 
negatively to helpfulness. That is, high-need achievers were less 
likely to cheat and also less likely to provide help to others.
Johnson and Gormly (1972) examined 113 fifth graders’ achievement 
motivation scores (as assessed by Atkinson's modified thematic 
apperception measure) in relationship to their cheating on a 
temptation task. They found high achievement motivation was 
associated with not cheating for females and with cheating for males.' 
Additionally, among children with low-achievement motivation, cheaters 
received lower grades, but grades did not differentiate between 
cheaters and noncheaters in the high-achievement motivation group.
The authors concluded that cheating is a means of avoiding failure in 
individuals with a low need for achievement.
Smith et al. (1972) related self-reports of cheating by 112 
undergraduates to their achievement motivation (using Atkinson's 
thematic apperceptive measure) and test anxiety scores. Test anxiety 
was hypothesized to indicate a need to avoid negative feelings 
accompanying failure. The authors believed that the motive to achieve 
and the motive to avoid failure were two independent dimensions, not 
opposite ends of a single continuum. For male students ( n = 44), 
higher achievement motivation resulted in less cheating and greater 
feelings of accomplishment when good grades were obtained without 
cheating. That result was not achieved for females. The authors 
speculated that the lack of expected results for females was due
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either to (a) an obscure measurement instrument that presented only 
pictures of men, or (b) other motives that may be stronger for females 
such as the need for approval or fear of success.
In contrast, only one study (Johnson, 1981) revealed that 
high-need achievers (as assessed by Mehrabian's Modified Achievement 
Risk Preference Scale) cheated significantly more than students with a 
low need for achievement. That study involved only males (11 «* 51), as 
opposed to the heterogeneous groups above, and used a different 
measurement device which partly may explain the opposing results. 
Another study (Fakouri, 1972) concluded there was no difference 
between the achievement motivation of cheaters and noncheaters or of 
males and females (as assessed by the Achievement Imagery Scale of 
Iowa Picture Interpretation Test).
Johnson (1981) offers two thought-provoking questions regarding 
the lack of unity in achievement motivation studies: (a) "Are
high-need achievers actually concerned with competition against 
standards of excellence or are they simply concerned with success?" 
and (b) "Are they more concerned with ends than with means?" (p. 374).
Fear of Failure/Need for Approval
Several studies of cheating behavior have used the Marlowe-Crowne 
Social Desirability Scale which was originally hypothesized to measure 
the need for social approval (NA). Subsequent research determined, 
however, that high NA scores are related instead to defensive denial. 
Jacobsen et al. (1970) reported that high scores indicated "attempts 
to avoid feelings of rejection and failure by subjects who demonstrate 
poor self-concept and social adjustment and considerable repression"
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(p. 48). Some researchers believe the instrument measures a 
personality characteristic simultaneously including social conformity 
and defensiveness. Others believe social compliance is but one aspect 
of a defensive strategy.
If NA scores represent an orientation towards moral 
and socially conforming behavior, then high scorers 
may be expected to cheat less extensively than low 
scorers. However, if NA scores represent defensive 
behavior resulting from an intense concern with 
avoiding failure in an interpersonal situation, then 
high NA scorers may be expected to cheat more exten­
sively than low scorers" (Jacobsen et al., 1970, 
p. 49).
Crown and Marlowe (1964), who reported that high NA scorers 
cheated more often, reasoned that these students were avoiding 
negative evaluations. Jacobsen et al., (1970) discovered no general 
effect of need for approval, but found a specific relationship. Women 
with simultaneous high NA scores and high self-satisfaction scores 
cheated more often than others. Subjects were placed in a temptation 
situation in which they were told they had failed to meet social norms 
on a timed task. The authors concluded that women with high 
self-satisfaction and a greater expectancy of success cheated in order 
to maintain a self-image as a successful person. That is, cheating 
resulted from a defensive need to avoid failure.
Millham (1974) provided subjects with false information 
indicating either that they met or failed to meet norms on a serial 
digit task. He discovered that more subjects cheated following
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failure than success, indicating students were attempting to avoid a 
negative evalation from the experimentor. The students who cheated 
following failure exhibited higher NA scores than those who did not 
cheat following failure, a further indication of defensive behavior to 
avoid negative evaluations.
Other studies have focused on fear of failure using different 
dependent measures. Aronson and Mettee (1968) provided a random 
selection of female students with false feedback as to the results on 
a self-esteem measure; students were artificially labeled as high in 
self-esteem, low in self-esteem, or no-change in self-esteem 
(control). Subjects then were placed in a temptation setting where it 
was perceived that cheating at a card game could not be detected. 
Results indicated that students in the low self-esteem group cheated 
significantly more than those who had received positive feedback about 
themselves (£ < .05). The authors interpreted the results to mean 
that "high self-esteem acts as a barrier against dishonest behavior 
because such behavior is inconsistent with the self-image" (p. 122).
Steininger et al. (1964) provide additional insight into the 
relationship between low self-esteem and a stable pattern of cheating: 
Grades achieved with cheating may lower self­
esteem and increase the odds that succeeding 
tests will be found hard. One would predict 
that those students who, from their earliest 
college days, barely achieve their goals even 
with the help of cheating, and who are not 
caught, would be the ones who increasingly 
settle down to a pattern of cheating, feeling
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justified, and finding many tests hard and 
senseless (p. 324).
Graf (1971) confirmed the Aronson and Mettee results by 
artificially labeling students as possessors of either "positive," 
"neutral," or "negative" self-esteem. After receiving false test 
results from the abbreviated California Psychological Inventory during 
individual feedback sessions, each student was provided with an 
opportunity to discover and keep a dollar that was left near the door. 
More low-esteem subjects kept the dollar than did neutral or 
high-esteem subjects (_£ < .05). The author contends that dishonest 
behavior is consistent with lowered feelings of self-worth. It might 
be argued, however, that the act of keeping a dollar is not related to 
the act of academic cheating. It appears that this study assumes that 
the "finders keepers" rule is dishonest and that honesty is a general 
trait.
Smith et al. (1972) assessed the motive to avoid failure with the 
Mandler and Cowan Text Anxiety Questionnaire. Significant results 
indicated that high test anxiety (failure-avoidance) was positively 
related to frequency of cheating and willingness to risk detection and 
negatively related to advanced preparation for the exam.
Additionally, more cheating was found for males who were high both in 
achievement motivation and test anxiety (£ < .05). The latter result 
was not significant for females.
The authors offered a rationale for cheating by test-anxious 
students that parallels Steininger's (1964) discussion of students 
with low self-esteem:
Anxiety about failure may make preparation
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repugnant and impair performance under stress, 
so the student may cheat, be reinforced with 
a passing grade, and employ the same response 
in subsequent exams as a means of coping with 
test anxiety (Smith et al., 1972, pp. 657-8).
Heisler (1974) reported that "test anxiety is commonly 
interpreted as being fear of failure, and test anxiety has been 
directly related to cheating" (p. 578). The author, who assessed the
relative anxiety of 123 undergraduates using the Sarason Test Anxiety
Scale, discovered that high-test-anxious subjects cheated 
significantly more than low-test-anxious subjects (£ < .05). Bronzaft 
et al. (1973), however, did not concur with the previous findings.
They used a different instrument, the Albert-Haber Achievement Anxiety 
Test, and found that cheaters and noncheaters at a Pennsylvania 
university did not differ in test anxiety.
Dienstbier and Munter (1971) designed an experiment to 
artificially arouse the emotions of freshmen by giving them a placebo
pill perceived to cause side-effects such as "a pounding heart, hand
tremor, sweaty palms, a warm or flushed face, and a tight or sinking 
feeling in the stomach" (p. 209). Students then were provided a 
temptation task which was labeled as highly predictive of success in 
college. The experimentors discovered that students who expected 
emotional side-effects cheated significantly more than control 
subjects who were not expecting arousal (j> < .025). Students in the 
treatment group simultaneously feared failure and experienced the 
emotions of test anxiety. The authors concluded that the results are
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an example of how emotions can be reinterpreted and used as a 
rationale for behavior.
Expectation of Success or Failure
Expectation of success is closely related to need for achievement 
and fear of failure, previously discussed. Feather (1966) 
demonstrated that student performance on an anagram test was 
significantly lower after initial failure than after initial success. 
The author concluded that students refer to their past performance in 
similar situations when estimating their chances of success in present 
tasks. The study has implications for understanding students' 
incentives or motivation to perform under adverse conditions.
Students with previous failure in a content area or who perceive 
themselves to be lacking in skills have several options: (a) to
increase their effort in order to succeed, (b) to cheat in order to 
succeed, or (c) to decrease or maintain their present effort with the 
belief that success is not probable or that failure is inevitable.
Two 3tudies (Vitro & Schoer, 1972; Millham, 1974) indicated that 
cheating is more likely to follow initial failure than success. Vitro 
and Schoer (1972) provided 611 fifth and sixth graders with false 
feedback about pretest results on a vocabulary task. Those students 
who scored one standard error or more above the expected score for 
mock vocabulary items were considered cheaters. The highest 
proportion of cheating occurred in the group where there was a low 
probability of success, the test was perceived as important, and there 
was little risk of detection.
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Millham (1974) informed 91 undergraduates that they had either 
met or failed to meet norms on an "intelligence test" (a serial digit 
prediction task) and then provided them with an opportunity to falsify 
their scores in a low risk setting. Significantly more students 
cheated following failure than following success. Additionally, the 
authors discovered that students who cheated following failure had 
higher NA scores (a measure of failure-avoidance) than noncheating 
students, indicating that cheating represented an attempt to avoid 
negative evaluation by the experimentor, the only incentive offered.
Conversely, four studies showed that cheating is more likely to 
follow initial success than failure (Jacobsen et al., 1970; Houston & 
Ziff, 1976; Houston, 1977b; Holleque, 1982; Houston, 1978). In the 
first study (Jacobsen et al., 1970), 276 undergraduates who were 
enrolled in a psychology class recorded their expectations of 
succeeding on a digit symbol test prior to the actual administration 
of the task. Subjects were then provided with a false norm (exceeding 
the best previous score) and an opportunity to work past a time limit 
in the experimentor9s absence. Results showed that although males 
demonstrated a higher overall expectancy of success than females, both 
men and women with a high expectatation of success cheated, while 
students with a low expectation of success did not.
Houston and Ziff (1976) replicated the Jacobsen et al. (1970) 
study using a different task (a free-recall timed test) and an added 
incentive of receiving extra-credit for above-average performance 
relative to the other competitors. Students were provided false 
feedback as to their trial test performance (success or failure) 
before taking the second test, during which the answers were purposely
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exposed. Results indicated that significant cheating followed initial 
success but not initial failure. The authors believed that failure 
subjects may have perceived cheating to be futile and success subjects 
may have cheated to avoid failure, given the high incentive for 
succeeding.
Houston (1977b) modified the previous experiment by placing 190 
subjects in their usual classroom setting, using the regularly 
scheduled midterm exam as the criterion measure, and requesting 
students to supply their own estimates of success (rather than 
experimentally manipulating those variables). The incentive for 
success was that one-third of the course grade was to be determined by 
the midterm performance. Results revealed that answer-copying from 
adjacent nontarget tests significantly correlated with estimates of 
success (jr = .49, £ < .01); higher incidences of cheating followed 
high expectations of success. Of further interest, was the result 
that neither the estimates of success nor cheating correlated with the 
actual performance on the test.
Houston's (1978) research provides a viable answer for why 
unitary results were not obtained from the previous studies. His 
study replicated the Houston and Ziff (1976) free-recall methodology, 
except a third condition of medium expectation of success was 
included. The author discovered that cheating was related to level of 
anticipated success in a curvilinear manner with students in the 
medium-success condition yielding to the most cheating. Although 
significant cheating occurred in the high-success condition, the 
amount was less than that in the medium-success condition. Little 
cheating occurred in the low-success condition. It was hypothesized
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that failure subjects did not perceive cheating as a viable means of 
improving their chances of success, and success subjects did not 
perceive cheating as an effective means of improving their already 
good chances of success. Medium-success subjects perceived cheating as 
instrumental to their chances of achieving success.
None of these studies addressed the issue of effort or 
preparation for the task. Several of the above studies used criterion 
measures that involved a task that may have been perceived as 
requiring either an innate talent or a special skill. None of these 
studies correlated expectancy of success with intelligence or prior 
achievement. It appears likely that a student who is high in 
ego-strength because of past successes, nevertheless, may cheat when 
faced with a task requiring considerable skill, knowledge, or advance 
preparation in order to maintain a congruent self-definition. The 
most feasible hypothesis is that need for achievement, fear of 
failure, and expectation of success would be interrelated with the 
environmental press of the moment.
Generality of Honesty
Hartshorne and May (1928) conducted one of the most comprehensive 
investigations of honesty in children, a study considered a classic in 
the literature about cheating. The authors studied deceptive behavior 
of fourth through eighth graders at school, athletic events, parties, 
and home. They provided children with opportunities to cheat at skill 
or knowledge tasks, to lie, and to steal, with the underlying goal of 
determining whether a general trait of honesty could be identified.
They concluded that although honesty can be related to some personal
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characteristics, it is more likely a specific act associated with 
complex factors found within a given situation, not a generalized 
trait.
Burton (1963), however, cited several studies that concluded 
there is strong evidence for a general trait of honesty that holds 
"... that a person is, or strongly tends to be, consistent in his 
behavior over many different kinds of situations. Thus, a person who 
lies in one situation is not only likely to lie in other situations, 
but is also highly likely to cheat, steal, not feel guilty, and so on" 
(p. 482).
Burton (1963) set out to test this theory by reanalyzing the 
Hartshorne and May (1928) data using factor analysis and Guttman's 
simplex model. He concluded that there is an underlying trait of 
honesty which a person brings to a resistance to temptation situation. 
However, honesty is dependent upon the similarity of factors found 
within the environmental conditions. As two test conditions become 
less similar, the probability of the same response in both is 
lessened.
Hetherington and Feldman (1964) provide some additional support 
for Burton's assertion that moral behavior is related to similarities 
among situations. They offered 78 undergraduates enrolled in a 
psychology class three opportunities to cheat: (a) an opportunity to 
change answers while grading their own objective tests, (b) an 
opportunity to bring to class "blue books" with previously written 
essay answers, and (c) an opportunity to look for answers in a 
textbook when the examiner left the room momentarily during an oral 
exam. The authors discovered that of the identified cheaters (59% of
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the subjects), approximately 64% cheated in two situations, 24% 
cheated in all three situations, and only 10% cheated in a single 
situation. The similarities lie in the academic settings, but since 
no control was provided for treatment condition such as an opportunity 
to lie or steal, the hypothesis of generality of honesty across 
similar situations remains speculative.
Garfield et al. (1967) obtained results to support a specificity 
view of cheating. They solicited self-report information about 
cheating and other transgressions from 80 students enrolled in a 
psychology class. Cheating did not correlate with virginity, genital 
contact, drinking, extent of religious belief, aggressiveness, or 
having been suspended from school. It seems questionable that 
cheating would be related to some of the listed "transgressions” since 
they do not fall into the realm of honesty. Additionally, it is 
likely that the self-report data may not have been an accurate picture 
due to the sensitive nature of some of the personal questions.
Heisler (1974) administered a criminal behavior checklist to 123 
students enrolled in a psychology class and then provided them with an 
opportunity to falsify their test scores during an oral reporting in 
the presence of their peers. Students who reported they had committed 
a felony or misdemeanor (including sale of narcotics, grand larceny, 
auto theft, forgery, rape, assault, and burglary) were labeled "law 
violators." Results revealed that law violators cheated significantly 
more than law abiders. When students were subjected to several models 
of deterrence (peer apprehended under different conditions), law 
violators cheated more than abiders under all conditions. The authors 
hypothesized that law violators may not respond to the same deterrents
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as abiders. "Law violators may be excitement seekers who are 
challenged to become more deviant when confronted with the threat of 
severe restrictions" (p. 581). (See "Environmental Factors" in this 
review for further discussion of this issue.)
An orientation toward Machiavellianism (Mach) has been studied in 
relationship to cheating because high Mach's are viewed as unconcerned 
about conventional morality and likely to cheat when given the 
opportunity to do so. Christie and Geis* (1970) review of related 
research concluded that this view must be qualified. They found that 
high Mach subjects decided whether to cheat based on a rational, 
cognitive justification available in the situation (such as risk of 
detection), whereas low Mach subjects were easily influenced to cheat 
due to personal involvement with their peers.
Cheating as a general principle is more counter 
attitudinal for low Machs than high. However, 
lows can be induced to cheat if someone they are 
involved with really wants them to and keeps 
urging. High Machs, although they have no 
policy stand on the issue, are less susceptible to 
distractions of personal involvement (Christie 
& Geis, 1970, p. 256).
Cooper and Peterson (1980) set out to confirm that hypothesis by 
placing 72 undergraduates in groups according to opportunity to cheat 
(yes, no), personal or impersonal competition, and level of 
Machiavellianism (low, high). Results showed that high Mach subjects 
cheated only in the impersonal competition setting where risk of 
detection was minimal. Low Mach subjects cheated only in the personal
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competition situation where emotional involvement was high even though 
some risk was involved. The authors concluded that "characteristics 
of both the person and the situation must be taken into account in 
predicting whether transgressions will occur" (p. 74).
These studies, which compared cheating across varying situations, 
do not reveal conclusively that honesty is a specific trait. Students 
who are law abiders, or who are low in Machiavellianism, or who have 
not committed other social transgressions are still identified as 
cheaters. Cheating behavior appears to be the result of an 
interaction between personality, needs, incentives, and various 
environmental factors.
Religion
The classic Hartshorne and May (1928) study of fourth through 
eighth graders revealed that Baptist, Episcopalian, Jewish, Methodist, 
and Roman Catholics evidenced more cheating than expected even when 
intelligence and social status were controlled. Christians, Christian 
Scientists, Lutherans, Presbyterians, and Reformed groups demonstrated 
less cheating than was expected. The authors explained that the 
result probably was due to the "interaction of fairly homogeneous 
social groups with the community in which they are gradually gaining a 
foothold - an interaction which is often colored by excessive ambition 
on the one side and by exclusiveness or oppression on the other"
(p. 256). Additionally, the authors discovered that neither length of 
time that children associated with Sunday schools nor the regularity 
of their attendance was associated with cheating.
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Similarly, five more recent studies found no significant 
relationship between religiosity and actual cheating (Bower, 1964; 
Garfield, 1967; Knowlton & Hamerlynck, 1967; DeVries & Ajzen, 1971; 
Smith et al., 1972). Several of these studies offered some qualifying 
information about relationships between religion and attitudes, sex, 
or guilt, however.
Bowers (1964) found that Jews cheated less than Catholics or 
Protestants in schools with a strong peer disapproval of cheating. At 
schools with a moderate climate of disapproval toward cheating, 
religious groups did not differ in degree of cheating. Only in 
schools with a weak disapproval of cheating did Jews and Catholics 
evidence a slightly higher incidence of cheating than Protestants.
Garfield (1967) revealed that Protestant students felt more 
guilty about cheating than did Catholics (_n = 80, £ < .01). DeVries 
and Ajzen (1971) discovered that Calvinist college students had more 
negative attitudes toward cheating than did state university students 
(£ = 146, £ < .05) despite the fact that the incidences of cheating 
did not significantly differ. Smith et al. (1972) found that although 
students did not regard religion as an important deterrent to 
cheating, female Jews reported significantly more cheating than 
Christians or "others" (£ = 112, £ < .05). No difference was found 
for males.
Two other studies produced widely conflicting results. 
Hetherington and Feldman (1964) found that cheaters in a Wisconsin 
group of students enrolled in a psychology class reported a higher 
frequency of church attendance than noncheaters (,n = 78, £ < .001).
The authors cautioned that the religiosity results were based on a
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self-report measure and that any speculation about guilt reduction 
should be based on actual attendance measures.
Conversely, Bonjean and McGee (1964) discovered that religiously 
active students from two Texas universities (£ = 200 and ji = 192) 
cheated less than students who were inactive or only moderately active 
in religious organizations (j) < .001). Once again, both the cheating 
and religiosity measures came from self-report data.
These studies have varied greatly in time, number, location, and 
methodology, affording difficulty in making comparisons among them.
One can only speculate that the results were due to differences among 
populations. Bowers (1964) may have provided the best explanation.
His complex study of 5,000 students from 99 colleges revealed that 
when the kinds of colleges are taken into account, as reflected by the 
climate of peer disapproval toward cheating, differences among 
religious groups became inconsistent.
Guilt
Generally, most studies have indicated that degree of guilt is 
not strongly related to frequency of cheating. Only one study in this 
group (Smith et al., 1972) reported a significant inverse relationship 
between guilt and cheating (r «= -.40). This relationship was 
significant for males only (_£ < .01), although females reported a 
greater amount of guilt in general than males ( j j < .05).
Additionally, guilt and potential loss of self-esteem were highly 
correlated for both sexes.
In contrast, four studies reported that guilt did not act as a 
deterrent to cheating. Bonjean and McGee (1964) compared cheating
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incidences at two universities: one using an external system of
detection (proctors) and the other using an internal system of control 
(honor system). They found that at the external control university, 
72% of the students who admitted that guilt determined their actions 
cheated anyway. Although the frequency was less at the honor system 
university, 43% of the high-guilt students still admitted they had 
cheated.
Steininger et al. (1964) reported that guilt did not increase as 
cheating increased. The authors cautioned, however, that in a 
self-report study it would be improbable for students to admit guilt 
because then they would be unable to justify their cheating behavior, 
consistent with cognitive dissonance theory. Of further interest in 
this study was the fact that students felt greater guilt at cheating 
on tests perceived as hard than on tests perceived as easy. The 
authors reasoned that subjects may have felt they could have raised 
their scores on a hard test by studying, but an easy test reflected 
poor quality of pedagogy and, therefore, was outside the students' 
control. (See "Locus of Control" for further discussion.) Students 
also said they felt more guilt at cheating when the proctor left the 
room (also probably due to lack of internal control), but felt more 
justified in cheating and would cheat more in this instance. (See 
"Environmental Factors: Teacher" in this review for further comment.)
Garfield et al. (1967) found that guilt about cheating did not 
significantly correlate with self-reported cheating. Females felt 
more guilty about cheating than males, however, and Protestants 
reported more guilt than Catholics.
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Similarly, Heisler (1974) reported that differences in cheating 
by high- and low-guilt-prone subjects (assessed by the Mosher Guilt 
Scale) were non-significant (£ > .05). The author found a 
relationship between guilt and other deviant behaviors, however. The 
administration of a self-report crime classification checklist to 123 
undergraduates enrolled in a psychology course at Southern Illinois 
University revealed that approximately half could be labeled as law 
violators. (See "Generality of Honesty" in this review for further 
discussion.) High-guilt-prone law violators cheated significantly 
more than all other groups: low-guilt violators, high-guilt abiders, 
and low-guilt abiders.
Locus of Control
Locus of control, as conceived by Rotter (1966), is a generalized 
expectancy by persons that reinforcements following their behaviors 
are due' either to their own efforts and abilities (internal control) 
or are due to factors outside their control such as luck, fate, chance 
or powerful others (external control). Following is a summary of 
characteristics and behaviors associated with each type of control.
Subjects Exhibiting Internal Control
1. Likely to manifest initiative and effort in 
controlling their environment (Miller & Minton,
1969)
2. Likely to resist coercion and social pressure 
(Lefcourt, 1982; R.C. Johnson et al., 1968)
3. Likely to be perceptive, inquisitive, and 
efficient processors of knowledge (Lefcourt, 1982)
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4. Likely to be resilient after defeat (Lefcourt, 1982)
5. Likely to be tolerant of discomfort in doing what they
consider to be right (Lefcourt, 1982)
6. Unlikely to surrender a sense of responsibility, 
even when succumbing to manipulation (Lefcourt,
1982)
7. Likely to help other people (Lefcourt, 1982)
8. Likely to use principled reasoning as assessed by
Kohlberg’s Moral Judgment Interview (Alker &
Poppin, 1973) and Rest’s Defining Issues Test 
(Bloomberg, 1974)
Sub.jects Exhibiting External Control
1. Likely to manifest a passive orientation to their 
environment (Miller & Minton, 1969)
2. Likely to fail to examine and evaluate 
alternatives (Lefcourt, 1982)
3. Likely to yield easily to external pressures 
(Lefcourt, 1982)
4. Likely to agree with Machiavellian positions when 
they perceive their own ability to be less than 
that of others (Miller & Minton, 1969; Lefcourt,
1982)
5. Likely to possess closed systems of beliefs and 
disbeliefs; dogmatic (Clouser & Hyelle, 1970)
The above characteristics have led researchers to assume there 
would be a relationship between locus of control and cheating. 
Lefcourt (1982) reported that "locus of control has not been
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implicated in studies of real complicity in evil or immoral acts" (p. 
55). Nevertheless, it has been hypothesized that internal subjects 
would be less likely than externals to cheat. Miller and Minton 
(1969), using the Rotter I-E Scale, confirmed that hypothesis in an 
experiment that induced more external than internal subjects to 
violate instructions not to look at a wall chart containing the 
deaf-alphabet in a translation exercise (n = 227 males, £ < .05).
Johnson and Gormly (1972) assessed the internal/external control 
of 113 fifth graders with the Crandall Intellectual Achievement 
Responsibility Questionnaire. They discovered that female students 
who cheated during a temptation task were more externally oriented 
than female noncheaters (j> < .05). The results were not significant 
for males, although their scores fell toward the external end of the 
continuum.
Three studies indicated that the way subjects perceived the 
specific situational context (as involving either skill or chance) was 
predictive of their expectations of success, actual performances, and 
satisfaction with their performances. Feather (1967) discovered that 
when success or failure at an anagram task was attributed to skill, 
success became more attractive and failure became less repugnant as 
the task became more difficult. When the outcome appeared to be 
determined by luck, repugnance of failure was relatively low and 
unexpected success was viewed as attractive regardless of difficulty. 
The author contended that in a highly structured task, situational 
cues were more determinative of attributes of responsibility for 
success or failure than were personal characteristics. This has
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important implications for academic testing which, necessarily, are 
highly structured tasks.
Feather (1969) later discovered that subjects who unexpectedly 
failed or succeeded at an anagram task were likely to attribute the 
result to luck rather than ability. In the final study, Feather and 
Simon (1971) investigated a working relationship between pairs on the 
same anagram task. This time they discovered that before the task 
began subjects were more confident of the probability of their 
partner’s success than of their own. As in Feather’s 1969 study, the 
unexpected outcome of success or failure was likely to be attributed 
to good or bad luck. A person was more likely to attribute the 
partner’s success to ability, but his or her own success to luck and 
his or her own failure to inability rather than to the partner's 
failure. The authors concluded that it was the unexpected outcome, 
not the expected outcome, that was attributed to factors which 
underlay performance. The authors encouraged future study of the 
social context of performance in any studies pertaining to 
internal-external control.
These studies provide opportunities for insight into the way 
students may rationalize cheating following a task perceived as 
requiring either ability or luck. For example, if an examination is 
perceived as unexpectedly "too difficult" or as testing abstractions 
rather than specific tasks, students might be likely to say, "I don’t 
have ability in this subject," "It will be pure luck if I pass this 
test," or "I'm always unlucky, anyway." Thus, cheating may be 
perceived as the only way to survive the exam or course.
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Additionally, the outcome of these studies may help explain why 
it is that bright students who are well prepared for an exam, 
nevertheless, will look at another student's exam, knowing that 
student is not as well prepared and previously has not received high 
grades. One explanation for this behavior is lack of self-confidence 
or low self-esteem; another is lack of internal control.
Karabenick and Srull (1978) set out to determine whether internal 
and external subjects differed in the way they perceived situational 
contexts and, further, how these perceptions were related to cheating 
behavior. After taking the Rotter I-E Scale, students were provided 
an opportunity to falsely report their solutions to unsolvable 
puzzles. Internal subjects cheated more in situations that had been 
described by the researcher as requiring skill; external subjects 
cheated more in situations believed to be based on chance.
After the task, 68% of the subjects admitted they had cheated. 
External subjects who cheated in the chance condition justified their 
actions by stating that they wanted "to appear more capable to the 
experimentor." Few of the internals in the skill condition used the 
same rationale. The authors concluded that internals valued 
succeeding when they could do so skillfully, but that externals needed 
approval from others.
Internals who did not cheat, however, said they had considered 
cheating at some point in both the skill and chance conditions, but 
noncheating externals considered cheating only in the chance 
condition. Noncheating externals (who had considered doing so) 
explained that fear of detection kept them from giving in to the 
temptation. Noncheating internals, however, said that the results
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were too important to falsify their scores. The authors concluded 
that success was related to the ways individuals perceive themselves, 
as either lucky or skilled.
Houston (1977c) and Leming (1980) used a revision of the I-E 
Scale developed by Collins (1974) to ascertain if there was a 
relationship between locus of control and cheating. The revised 
instrument divided beliefs about the world into four categories: 
"difficult-easy," "just-unjust," "predictable-unpredicatble," or 
"politically responsive-unresponsive." Houston discovered that only 
the "difficult-easy" items correlated with cheating behavior (r_ = .41, 
£ < .01). This subscale was interpreted to mean that the world is 
viewed as involving difficult, complex tasks. Thus, individuals may 
view cheating as instrumental in gaining control over a situation that 
is beyond their own abilities to master.
Houston (1977c) explained that the reason the total I-E Scale did 
not correlate with cheating was because external subjects may have 
viewed cheating as futile in a world controlled by chance and, 
conversely, internal subjects may have viewed cheating as a means of 
gaining control over the environment. Therefore, the traditional view 
of internal-external reinforcement as related to cheating may not be 
an accurate one. Leming (1980), who replicated Houston’s 1977 study., 
found a smaller correlation between cheating and the "difficult-easy" 
subscale (r = .19). He concluded that locus of control does not 
appear to be strongly related to cheating.
To review, external locus of control appears, at least on an 
intuitive level, to be related to cheating. Two studies have 
confirmed that hypothesis (Miller & Minton, 1969; Johnson & Gormly,
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1972). Three studies (Feather, 1967; Feather, 1969; Feather & Simon, 
1971) revealed that an individual's perception of a situation as 
requiring either skill or chance will influence subsequent behavior. 
Another study (Karabenick & Srull, 1978), however, found that the way 
persons view themselves (as lucky or skillful) determines subsequent 
behavior. Externals were more likely to cheat in chance conditions 
and internals were more likely to cheat in skill conditions. Lastly, 
two studies (Houston, 1977c; Leming, 1980) found that cheating 
correlated with only one component of externality, a perception that 
the world is difficult.
Another instrument, the Personal Orientation Inventory (POI) by 
Shostrum (1974), purports to measure the individual's level of 
self-actualization. A high scorer is assumed to be autonomous and 
free of external controls. The inner-directed subscore of the POI, 
differing from Rotter's definition of internal locus of control as 
described above, is a measure of whether the source of feelings about 
the individual's self-worth comes from inside the person or from the 
perceptions of other people. Because both instruments appear to 
measure locus of control, Wall (1970) predicted that they should be 
positively correlated. She did not find a relationship, however, and 
concluded that the two instruments do not measure the same constructs. 
Furthermore, Wilkinson (1973), found that the time-competence and 
inner-directed subscores of the POI were not related to students' 
cheating.
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Moral Reasoning
According to theory, cognitive development is sequential and 
invariant, progressing along a hierarchical continuum at an irregular 
rate, each stage subsuming previous stages and preparing the way for 
the next (King, 1978). Individuals are forced to alter cognitive 
structures when environmental stimuli cannot be absorbed by existing 
mental constructs. Cognitive structures determine how individuals 
will behave in relationship to particular environmental stimuli.
Kohlberg's theory of moral development describes cognitive change 
as progressing from an egocentric view of life in which right and 
wrong are related to hedonistic consequences, through a sociocentric 
view in which behavior is the result of conformity and a desire to 
maintain social order, to an allocentric orientation in which moral 
values and principles have validity and application apart from the 
individual's identification with any group. The egocentric view is 
labeled preconventional thinking, the sociocentric view is labeled 
conventional thinking, and the allocentric level is labeled principled 
thinking.
Research indicates that moral reasoning is a distinct cognitive 
entity, not highly correlated with either IQ or verbal intelligence. 
Correlations with those variables are in the .30s, accounting for only 
10 to 15% of the variance (Kohlberg & Wasserman, 1980). Moral 
reasoning is related to logical reasoning and age, however, in that 
higher stages require the ability to see perspectives other than one's 
own, an abstraction of personal experience. Additionally, moral 
reasoning more highly correlates with educational attainment than with 
either age or logical reasoning. Moral judgment also is related to
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socio-economic status, participation in formal and informal 
organizations, occupational status, and responsibility (Kohlberg & 
Wasserman, 1980).
Most of the adult population reasons at Stage 4 of the 
conventional level, only 20 to 25% of the adult population operates at 
the principled level (Stages 5 and 6), and few persons display 
consistent Stage 5 reasoning before the age of 23 (Smith, 1978b;
Widick et al., 1981). Most college students reason at Stage 3 or 4 
(conventional reasoning), but during the early college years, students 
appear to regress in moral thinking, which is explained as a 
transitional phase in which they are simultaneously denying and 
asserting morality based on an inconsistent, relativistic view of 
their new experiences (Smith, 1978b).
The relationship between moral reasoning and overt moral behavior 
has been questioned and continues to be an object of study. Kohlberg 
asserts:
Moral judgment is a necessary but not sufficient 
condition for mature moral action. One cannot 
follow moral principles if one does not understand 
(or believe in) moral principles. However, one 
can reason in terms of principles and not live up 
to the principles (Kohlberg & Wasserman, 1980, p. 562).
Additional factors that may affect behavior are motives, emotions, a 
sense of will, purpose, or ego strength, and the environmental 
context.
A strong belief in cognitive-developmental theory would lead one 
to surmise that level of moral reasoning should be related to cheating
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behavior, since cognitive structures determine how individuals behave. 
Yet, Kohlberg posits that the content of reasoning (whether to cheat 
or not in a given situation) is not as vital to his theory as the 
process of reasoning (the rationale supplied for decisions or 
behaviors). Thus, a young child might decide not to cheat because a 
parent might apply punishment for such misbehavior (preconventional 
reasoning) and a graduate student might make the same decision not to 
cheat because of a belief in the principle of academic integrity 
(principled reasoning). The behavioral consequence of their different 
modes of reasoning is the same: a decision is made to refrain from 
cheating. Therefore, the theory might lead one to assume that moral 
reasoning is not related to cheating, since moral reasoning focuses on 
cognitive processes rather than on content, and moral reasoning is not 
the only basis for moral action.
Most studies have indicated, however, that the first hypothesis 
is correct. Schwartz et al. (1969) found that students who were high 
in moral thought (as assessed by Kohlberg's measure) were less likely 
to cheat than those low in moral reasoning (x2 = 3.64, j) < .05).
Krebs (1967) reached the same result in his doctoral dissertation 
about cheating by sixth-graders in different settings.
Similarly, Kohlberg reported that ’’Richard Krebs and I found that 
only 15% of students showing some principled thinking cheated as 
compared to 55% of conventional students and 70% of preconventional 
students” (Kohlberg & Wasserman, 1980, p. 562). Blasi (1980), who 
reported this same unpublished study, disclosed the relevant 
statistics: principled vs. conventional judgment and complete
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resistance to cheating (x2 = 8.65, £  < .01); Stage 4 vs. lower stages 
and complete resistance to cheating (x2 = 6.00, £ < .05).
Blasi (1980) conducted a comprehensive review of literature on 
the relationship between moral reasoning and moral action. He 
concluded that there is considerable research support for the 
hypothesis that reasoning and action are statistically related. This 
support varied, however, for different correlates. There is strong 
support for the belief that individuals at the higher stages of moral 
reasoning will resist conforming their judgments to others’ attitudes, 
but little support for the hypothesis that these individuals will 
resist pressures to conform to others’ actions. The author found 
evidence that there is a significant positive relationship between 
level of moral thinking and resistance to temptation, although some of 
the relationships were low. He concluded that moral reasoning is not 
the only determinant of honest behavior. Other factors that may 
intervene are intelligence and ego strength.
Leming (1978) discovered that level of moral development combined 
with other factors to determine behavior. Subjects were placed in 
either a low threat/low supervision or a high threat/high supervision 
situation. Although subjects high in moral reasoning cheated less
A
than other subjects (X = 10.4, £ < .01), subjects high in moral 
development were just as likely as low scorers to cheat in the low 
threat/low supervision situation. The author concluded that risk of 
detection is a salient consideration for all students, regardless of 
level of moral development.
As mentioned previously, moral development has been found to 
relate to locus of control. Two studies (Alker & Poppin, 1973;
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Bloomberg, 1974) found that principled reasoners, as assessed by 
either Rest's Defining Issues Test or Kohlberg’s Moral Judgment 
Interview, were likely to exhibit internal locus of control. Lefcourt 
(1982) stated, "Attempts to draw relationships between locus of 
control and moral judgment are ambiguous, but there is some meaningful 
overlap" (p. 58). He cited a 1978 study by Connelly and McCarrey in 
which the DIT and I-E correlations were different for males and 
females. Internality regarding social system control yielded high 
moral judgment scores for males and low moral judgment scores for 
females. Internality regarding personal control yielded moderate to 
high moral judgment scores for females but no relationship was found 
for males. Further research concerning the relationship between these 
variables was recommended.
Rest (1980) explained that moral judgment, as Kohlberg earlier 
asserted, is not the only determinant of moral behavior. "In some 
multiple regression studies, moral judgment is shown to contribute 
unique and significant predictability to behavior, but in other 
studies moral judgment is too confounded with other variables"
(p. 605).
Interaction Between Type of Cheating and Personal Characteristics
Many studies have described specific personality characteristics 
of cheaters and/or students’ definitions of and values about various 
types of cheating. Only one study has been identified that combined 
both facets by centering on the personality characteristics of 
students who engaged in particular types of cheating. Hetherington 
and Feldman (1964) administered a large battery of personality
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instruments to 78 undergraduates in a psychology course and then 
provided them with three different opportunities to cheat.
The authors identified four labels that described various types 
of cheating: (a) independent-opportunistic cheaters changed answers
while grading their own tests or looked up answers in a textbook in 
the teacher's absence during an oral exam; (b) independent-planned 
cheaters used crib notes or submitted pre-written blue-book answers;
(c) social-active cheaters copied answers from other students;
(d) social-passive cheaters allowed other students to copy from their 
tests. One outcome was that using the textbook did not correlate with 
the other types of independent-opportunitistic cheating but did relate 
with other types of copying. The authors decided to examine the
cluster of textbook copiers as a separate entity rather than in the
original group of independent-opportunistic cheaters.
There was a significant relationship between 
independent-opportunistic and social-active cheating (jr = .30), 
indicating a common element of unplanned impulsivity. Interestingly,
42% of the cheaters engaged in only one cluster of cheating. The
authors identified the following personality characteristics as 
typical of each cluster of cheating:
1. Independent-planned cheaters were motivated to cheat because 
of low grades and were self-controlled enough to make preparations to 
cheat.
2. Independent-opportunistic cheaters received satisfaction from 
social activities rather than academic achievement, responded 
immaturely to stress, and were naively enthusiastic and optimistic 
toward life.
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3. Social-active cheaters were unable to achieve in either 
academic or social situations, were strongly dependent upon others, 
and were desirous of protection.
4. Social-passive cheaters were concerned with sustaining 
mutually supportive relationships with others (needed approval and 
affection); were nurturing of others; were calm, insightful, and 
socially mature; were not dependent on repressive defense mechanisms.
5. Cheaters who used the textbook during the oral exam were 
unconventional, poorly socialized, and impulsive.
The authors concluded that "different situations tend to elicit 
specific types of cheating behavior which are at least partially 
associated with subject characteristics" (Hetherington & Feldman,
1964, p. 218).
Summary of Personal Characteristics of Cheaters
Following is a summary of the personal characteristics of 
cheaters that have been examined most frequently.
1. Sex. The studies were equally divided between those which 
found that (a) males cheat more than females and (b) no relationship 
exists.
2. Age and Year in School. The results were mixed showing that
(a) more cheaters were found in the freshman and sophomore years,
(b) older students cheat more than younger, and (c) no relationship 
exists.
3. Race. Only three studies were identified for this variable 
and measurement difficulties confounded the results. The relationship 
between race and cheating, therefore, is unknown.
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4. Intelligence. Although most studies indicated that 
intelligence and cheating share an inverse relationship, one study 
showed that there is no relationship when the risk of detection is 
low.
5. Academic Achievement. Results fell equally into two groups:
(a) achievement is inversely related to cheating, and (b) no 
relationship exists. The conclusion of the two studies that examined 
both intelligence and achievement was that although cheating is 
inversely related to intelligence, it is not related to achievement. 
Another study found that low risk of detection reduces the 
relationship.
6. Major Field of Study. Results were inconclusive because each 
study used a different set of units. Students in the following majors 
were found to cheat more frequently than comparison groups: business, 
engineering, math, and English.
7. Need for Achievement. Most studies indicated that students 
with a high need for achievement cheat less than those who are low in 
this characteristic. Although two studies disagreed, they used 
different measurement instruments.
8. Fear of Failure/Need for Approval. Need for approval is a 
measure of defensive denial and, thus, similar to fear of failure and 
low self-esteem. Test anxiety is related to fear of failure. All 
studies indicated there is a positive relationship between cheating 
and fear of failure/need for approval. There is an inverse 
relationship between cheating and self-esteem.
9. Expectation of Success or Failure. Results were mixed. Two 
studies indicated cheating is more likely to follow initial failure
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than success; four studies showed cheating is more likely to follow 
initial success than failure. Another study found a curvilinear 
relationship between cheating and the other two variables.
10* Generality of Honesty. Results were mixed between those that 
showed (a) honesty is situational and (b) honesty is a general trait. 
The generality studies qualified their results to situations which are 
similar. Machiavellianism does not appear to be related to cheating.
11. Religion. Most studies have indicated no relationship exists 
between religious participation and cheating.
12. Guilt. Degree of guilt does not act as a deterrent to 
cheating.
13. Locus of Control. Locus of control is related to cheating, 
but the results varied. Two studies showed that external subjects 
cheat more than internals. Another showed that externals cheat in 
chance conditions, but internals cheat in skill conditions. Three 
studies found that subjects’ perceptions of the situation as requiring 
luck or chance will affect subsequent behavior. Two studies showed 
that cheating is related to a perception that the world is difficult, 
an external view.
14. Moral Reasoning. There is a general trend that cheating is 
inversely related to moral reasoning. Moral judgment is not, however, 
the sole determinant of moral behavior.
15. Personality and Type of Cheating. Different situations 
elicit different types of cheating from different personality types.
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Environmental Factors Associated with Cheating 
Group Norms
Hartshorne and May (1928) concluded that group cultural norms are 
major determinants of cheating. For example, they demonstrated that 
the correlation for incidences of cheating by siblings was higher 
(r^ = .47) than the correlation for their performances on IQ tests 
(ir *» .12). Similarly, high correlations were noted between the 
cheating frequencies of close friends in the same classroom 
(r_ «a .73) and between the mean moral-knowledge scores and the average 
frequency of cheating for particular classrooms (:r «= .84). The 
implication is that social conditioning provides group members with 
either a lack of opportunity to learn about academic honesty or with 
opportunities for rationalizing dishonest behavior.
Because fraternity and sorority membership increases the 
development of personal identification with the group and its 
associated culture, the frequency of cheating by "Greek" organization 
members has been frequently investigated. Most studies have shown 
that fraternity and/or sorority members exhibit a higher incidence of 
cheating than other groups (Bowers, 1964; Bonjean & McGee, 1964; Harp 
& Taietz, 1966; Knowlton & Hamerlynck, 1967; Bushway & Nash, 1977; 
Baird, 1980). Another study (Hetherington & Feldman, 1964) found a 
tendency for greater cheating among this group, but it failed to reach 
significance (jj > .10). Only one study (Tracey et al., 1979) disputed 
that finding.
In the majority group, Bowers (1964) discovered that living in 
the fraternity or sorority house increased the incidence of cheating,
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as opposed to just belonging to the organization. He stated that "the 
more closely students are associated with a fraternity or sorority the 
more likely they are to cheat" (p. 109). Similarly, Baird (1980) 
reported that fraternity and sorority members not only admitted 
cheating more frequently, but also admitted cheating in more courses, 
on more types of tests, and by using more methods. They also were 
more likely to engage in cooperative techniques such as copying other 
students' tests or assignments and taking tests for other people. The 
outcome of these studies generally is interpreted as resulting from 
group cultural norms and a collective rationalization that "everybody 
else cheats, so why shouldn't I?"
Tracey et al. (1979) agreed with this principle of normative 
conditioning. They demonstrated, however, that higher rates of 
cheating were not exhibited by "Greek" members but by students 
residing in large dorms. They pointed out that their study used a 
population baseline to check on the proportional representation rates 
of each group, which few other studies had accomplished.
Additionally, comparison of other fraternity/sorority studies is 
difficult because they have used differing divisional definitions 
(e.g., Greek organizations, off-campus residences, on-carapus 
residences, non-Greeks, "independents", etc.). Nevertheless, high 
residentiality appears to influence normative attitudes toward 
cheating and resultant cheating behavior.
As previously noted in the "Attitudes" section of this review, 
most students at every institution where such a study was conducted 
reported that cheating was prevalent on campus and that they probably 
would not report an observed incident of cheating to a university
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official. Steininger et al. (1964) disclosed that not one subject in 
their study said that the college norm was never to cheat. The 
authors suggested that "the student culture demands that students be 
willing to share or to do for others what they hope others will do for 
them" (p. 323).
The outcome of a survey of 5000 students from a national sample 
of colleges (Bowers, 1964) indicated that "the proportion of students 
who cheat increases markedly as values move from strong disapproval to 
tolerance of cheating (43 percentage points)" (p. 71). Bowers pointed 
out that more than a third of the students who strongly disapproved of 
cheating still admitted they had participated in the behavior. He 
discovered that cheating was most prevalent among students who highly 
valued social activities and was least prevalent among those who 
highly valued intellectual activities. Students characterized as 
primarily social in orientation (i.e., emphasizing interpersonal 
skills, occupational training, or preparation for marriage) were less 
likely to disapprove of cheating and to do well in their studies.
Social values appeared to take priority over honesty values.
Bonjean and McGee (1964) collected self-report information about 
cheating from a random sample of approximately 400 students attending 
two universities in the South. Their findings indicated that more 
cheating was exhibited by students who did not comprehend the presence 
or meaning of the formal institutional norm about academic honesty 
than by those students who were aware of and understood the 
institutional regulations (£ < .001). Similarly, where students 
believed their friends agreed with the institutional principle of 
academic honesty, little cheating was revealed and, conversely, where
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friends’ attitudes departed from the institutional norm, more cheating 
was found (j) < .001).
As previously reported, Knowlton and Hamerlynck (1967) disclosed 
that cheaters, more than noncheaters, more accurately estimated the 
actual frequency of cheating on campus and reported more cheating by 
their friends. This outcome suggests that group membership and 
defensive perceptions act as powerful influences on cheating behavior.
DeVries and Ajzen (1971) studied the attitudes of 146 
undergraduates from two universities in the Midwest. They found 
moderately strong correlations between the students' behavioral 
intentions to cheat and the normative beliefs of their closest friends 
(r = .56 - .62), their classmates (r = .31 - .51), and their families 
(r = .26 - .51). Behavioral intentions to cheat, in turn, strongly 
correlated with self-reported cheating behaviors (jr = .59 - .78,
£ < .01). The authors concluded that ’’normative beliefs may be 
expected to mediate the influence of other variables of importance"
(p. 207), such as personal values.
The influence of the so-called honor system of control has been 
assumed to have a strong deterrent effect upon cheating. Although 
most large universities use a proctor system to control cheating 
today, honor systems remain prevalent at institutions where there is a 
long history of practice. Bowers (1964), who surveyed 99 institutions 
nationwide, reported that "honor systems are effective in all size 
groups, but their absolute effectiveness is greater in small schools 
than in large ones" (p. 192). The author concluded that honor systems 
heighten both the student's sense of internal control and the social 
climate of peer disapproval of cheating.
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Kamens (1978) commented that in institutions that practice 
selective admissions and have high residentiality, normative climates 
are more likely to support academic honesty. Conditions of high 
residentiality increase the homogeneity of student behavior by 
eliminating distinctions between commuters and residents, married and 
unmarried students, full-time and part-time students, night-attenders 
and day-attenders, and traditional and non-traditional age groups. By 
comparing cheating frequencies at 50 different colleges, Kamens showed 
that all groups at highly residential colleges demonstrated lower 
levels of collective deviance as compared to more heterogeneous 
populations.
Risk of Detection
All studies that have investigated this variable indicated that 
cheating significantly increased when the risk of detection was 
minimal (Hetherington & Feldman, 1964; Steininger et al,, 1964; Hill & 
Kochendorfer, 1969; Smith et al., 1972; Vitro & Schoer, 1972; Houston, 
1976; Bushway & Nash, 1977; Leming, 1978; Cooper & Peterson, 1980; 
Leming, 1980; Hardy, 1981). Smith et al. (1972) surveyed 112 
undergraduates regarding the greatest risk of detection they would be 
willing to take for quizzes, mid-terms, and final exams. Students 
said that the degree of risk was the same for any type of test. Males 
were more willing to risk detection than females (£ < .01).
As described previously, Hetherington and Feldman (1964) provided 
students with three different opportunities to cheat: (a) during an
objective test and the subsequent self-scoring of that exam,
(b) during an essay test in which blue-books were used, and
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(c) during an oral exam when the instructor was called away from the 
test site momentarily. The authors found that the first two 
situations induced the same degree of cheating (50% of the students), 
while only 22% cheated during the oral exam. Additionally, 
approximately 64% of the violators cheated in two situations, 24% 
cheated in all three situations, and 10% confined their cheating to 
only one situation. Although no control was provided for opportunity 
to cheat, the authors assumed that the high incidence of cheating was 
the result of the minimal risk of detection.
Several studies have tested that hypothesis by providing a 
comparison risk condition (high vs. low). Vitro and Schoer (1972) 
manipulated the following test conditions for 24 classrooms of fifth 
and sixth graders (n = 611): (a) high or low probability of success
on a test as determined by artificial pretest results, (b) high or low 
test importance (labeled either as an "ability" test or as having 
nothing to do with school work), and (c) high or low risk of detection 
(two proctors surveyed the room or were inattentive). Results 
indicated that, of the eight possible treatment conditions, more 
cheating was evidenced in the classes where there was a low risk of 
detection, the test was described as highly important, and the 
students had been informed they had a low probability of success 
(j) <.01). Risk of detection was not a significant factor in 
combination with any of the other factors. Although this study did 
not use a college population, it was carefully conducted and offers 
support for the hypothesis that several personality and environmental 
factors may combine to influence cheating behavior.
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Leming (1978) compared students' moral reasoning scores, as 
assessed by Rest's Defining Issues Test, in two conditions of risk 
(high threat/high supervision and low threat/low supervision). The 
author discovered that although subjects high in moral development 
cheated less than other subjects in general, this group was just as 
likely to cheat as those low in moral reasoning in the low threat/low 
supervision setting. Leming concluded that "threat of detection is a 
strong situational influence, equally salient to preconventional 
thinkers and principled moral thinkers in determining moral behavior" 
(p. 216). Poyourow (1969), however, found that principled thinkers 
were less responsive to the pressure of the immediate situation and 
exhibited greater variance regarding caution and willigness to risk 
detection.
Leming (1980) later provided support for the hypothesis that a 
low-risk condition will induce high ability students to cheat. The 
author found that although students above the mean GPA cheated less 
than others in the high-risk condition, there was no difference 
between the cheating behaviors for different ability groups in the 
low-risk condition. Leming interpreted the outcome to mean that 
"there is a point at which average students judge the advantages of 
cheating to be not worth the risk" (p. 85).
Cooper and Peterson (1980) tested psychology students in two 
experimental environments: (a) a no-opportunity-to-cheat condition in
which the experimenter was present and (b) an opportunity-to-cheat 
condition in which the experimenter was absent and students were 
allowed to self-score the task. Students in the opportunity-to-cheat
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condition cheated significantly more than those in the no-opportunity 
condition.
The authors also discovered that students high in 
Machiavellianism (see "Need for Approval/Fear of Failure") cheated 
only in impersonal competition where the risk of detection was low, 
confirming that high Mach subjects are emotionally detached and use a 
rational basis for their moral decisions. Conversely, students low in 
Machiavellianism cheated only in personal competition settings where 
their emotional involvement was high, even though the risk of 
detection was considerable.
Although the focus of the previous study was on the relationship 
between Machiavellianism and students’ preferred forms of competition, 
the results provide support for the hypothesis that personal 
characteristics interact with environmental cues in situations 
involving moral decisions. For example, Houston (1976a) empirically 
confirmed that the environmental control technique of spacing students 
in alternate columns of seats led to a significant reduction in 
cheating behavior. He later compared the effects of the 
administration of alternate-form or single-form tests. Houston 
discovered that overall answer copying was not reduced when 
alternate-form tests were used because answer copying from the front 
increased to balance the decrease in copying from the side. He 
explained that front answer-copying did not occur in the first 
experiment which used the spaced-seating method because the students 
were more exposed, increasing their fear of detection.
An alternate explanation was that the incentive to cheat was 
greater in the second experiment (grade) than in the first experiment
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(participation credit). The author recommended the use of the 
alternate seating method over the alternate test-form method to 
control cheating until further research can be more definitive. It is 
important to note, however, that since students were not made aware 
that alternate test forms had been administered, the procedure should 
not have been labeled a control method, but rather a detection method. 
The students probably did not even perceive there was a risk of 
detection in that crowded environment.
Threat of Punishment
The threat of punishment is closely related to risk of detection, 
but only when students are made aware of the sanctions against 
academic dishonesty. As previously stated, if students do not 
perceive that multiple forms of a test have been distributed, they are 
unlikely to comprehend a greater risk of detection in comparison to 
their usual test conditions and, thus, unlikely to exhibit less 
cheating as a defensive measure.
Bonjean and McGee (1964) and Hill and Kochendorfer (1969) 
demonstrated that students who perceived a threat of punishment or who 
feared disciplinary sanctions exhibited less cheating than students 
who did not. Additionally, several studies have demonstrated that 
disciplinary threats are more effective in deterring cheating than are 
moral appeals or conditions of implicit trust (Fischer, 1970; Tittle & 
Logan, 1973; Tittle & Rowe, 1973; Tittle & Rowe, 1974; Heisler, 1974; 
Frary & Tideman, 1977; Houser, 1982).
Fischer (1970) provided five groups of fourth through sixth 
graders with an opportunity to cheat while self-scoring their own
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
75
tests. The five groups consisted of the following: (a) a control
group which received the same test instructions as the other groups 
but no threat; (b) an informative appeal to honesty group which was 
told the importance of getting a true measure of their knowledge;
(c) a public affirmation of value group in which all students were 
asked to state why they would not cheat on the jtest; (d) a 
value-relevant threat of punishment group which was warned that 
cheaters would have to write 50 times that although they did not 
believe in cheating, they cheated on the test; and (e) a 
non-value-relevant threat of punishment group \/hich was warned that
cheaters would have to write the numbers from 1 to 100, 25 times. The
control and informative appeal to honesty groups did not differ 
significantly in frequency of cheating. All of the other three threat 
groups exhibited significantly lower incidences of cheating than did 
the informative appeal group, but they did not differ from each other 
(£ < .01). The author recommended the use of the public affirmation 
of value technique to foster internal control over the other two
external control methods for upper-elementary students.
Tittle and Rowe (1973 and 1974) compared the levels of cheating 
exhibited by college classes (as assessed by premarked self-scored 
tests) following three types of exam instructions: (a) a moral appeal
for honesty, (b) a threat of spot-checking for cheating, and (c) a 
notice that a cheater had been discovered and penalized. Results 
indicated that, compared to the control group, the moral appeal did 
not deter cheating, but the threat of being caught and punished 
significantly reduced the incidence. The authors cautioned, however, 
that since not all cheating was deterred, the fear of sanction may not
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have been strong enough for those students who were performing poorly 
in the course. Neverthele.ss, the study confirms the Fischer (1970) 
findings that an informal appeal for honesty is not an effective way 
to reduce cheating, while sanction threats produce substantial 
results.
Frary and Tideman (1977) compared the frequency of cheating in 
three college classes after the instructors made different pre-exam 
statements: (a) general instructions with no reference to cheating,
(b) a moral appeal not to cheat, and (c) a threat that tests would be 
compared for similarities. The authors reported that the incidence of 
cheating was extremely high (n unstated) in the first instance and 
significantly reduced in the second. No cheating was evidenced in the 
third condition of threat. Since the article did not provide the 
necessary statistics, it is difficult to determine how their moral 
appeal differed from those reported above.
Heisler (1974) labeled college students as law abiders or law 
violators according to their anonymous self-reported incidences of 
criminal behaviors (felonies and misdemeanors). Then, he submitted 
them to one of eight experimental conditions in which the threat of 
punishment was manipulated. Four different pre-exam instructions were 
paired with conditions in which students witnessed a confederate 
apprehended for cheating. Subjects who received a severe threat 
(suspension from school) but who did not witness a model being caught 
cheated more than all others, yet subjects who received the same 
severe threat and who witnessed a model apprehended cheated less than 
all other groups (j) < .05).
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Law violators cheated with about the same frequency as law 
abiders, except in the severe threat/model absent group and the 
lenient treatment of model group, when violators cheated significantly 
more. Heisler speculated that ’’law violators may be excitement 
seekers who are challenged to become more deviant when confronted with 
the threat of severe restriction" (p. 581). Although a clear trend 
did not emerge from this study, Heisler demonstrated that students 
cheated less when mildly threatened (i.e., with loss of test points or 
with repetition of the course) and cheated more when severely 
threatened with suspension from school. The fact that the witnessing 
of a peer apprehended for cheating had the effect of reducing cheating 
supports the findings of the previous section that there is an inverse 
relationship between risk of detection and cheating.
Only one study was identified which indicated that a persuasive 
message was ineffective in either reducing cheating or in changing 
attitudes toward cheating (Horowitz, 1968). The author admitted, 
however, that the results were contaminated by the partial disclosure 
of the purpose of the study when students complained about the 
excessive cheating in the class. This study, therefore, does not 
provide convincing evidence to contradict the previous ones.
Incentive
As was pointed out in the "Personal Characteristics" section of 
this review, the expectation of failure or success on a given task 
greatly influences some students to cheat. The most plausible 
conclusion of that group of studies is that expectation of success 
has a curvilinear relationship with cheating (Houston, 1978). To
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review, Houston found that failure subjects did not perceive cheating 
as a viable means of improving their chances of success, and success 
subjects did not perceive cheating as an effective means of improving 
their already good chances of success. Medium-success subjects, 
however, perceived cheating as instrumental to their chances of 
achieving success and cheated significantly more than the other 
groups. Because this theory does not convincingly explain why 
successful students are still found to cheat, expectation of success 
or failure probably is based on multiple factors such as previous 
reinforcement, test importance, and preparation for the exam.
Bowers' (1964) national survey of a random selection of 5000 
undergraduates revealed that less cheating occurred on final exams 
than on labwork or other kinds of tests. Similarly, the Smith et al. 
(1972) survey of 112 undergraduates from two universities in New York 
revealed that students exhibited more cheating on frequent quizzes 
than on final exams, particularly those in their major field of study 
(j) < .001). The authors speculated that this was because students are 
better prepared for finals and that final exams are better supervised. 
Baird (1980) explained that it is not surprising that more cheating 
occurs on less important tests since they occur more frequently and 
are less closely monitored.
Farley (1974), however, explains the phenomenon differently: 
students believe that although some types of tasks are less important, 
the resulting grade or outcome is just as valuable. The author 
reports that students considered it more acceptable to cheat on term 
papers, in courses outside their major, in required courses, and in 
courses where other students were known to cheat frequently than on
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final exams in their major. Test importance, then, appears to 
interact with other variables, such as test preparation, risk of 
detection, probability of success, and valence of outcome.
Vitro and Schoer (1972) partially tested that hypothesis by 
placing groups of fifth and sixth graders in eight differing 
treatments consisting of combinations of three variables: probability
of success, risk of detection, and test importance. They discovered 
that each of these variables had a significant effect in certain 
combinations with the others, but not in all combinations. The 
highest proportion of cheaters was found in the treatment group with 
high test importance, low risk of detection, and low probability of 
test success. The lowest proportion of cheaters was noted in the 
treatment group with high test importance, low risk of detection, and 
high probability of success. Probability of success, which likely is 
mediated by previous reinforcement and test preparation, was found to 
be the most influential of the factors investigated, but only in 
combination with other factors.
Many studies have investigated various kinds of reinforcements 
that influence cheating behavior. Millham (1974) and Smith et al. 
(1972) discovered that some students will cheat just to avoid negative 
(or obtain positive) evaluations by the investigator, even when grades 
are not involved. Similarly, Hill & Kochendorfer (1969) showed that 
students will cheat to avoid orally reporting a low score in the 
presence of their peers, even when that score does not affect the 
course grade.
Another study found that the receipt of extra credit for 
experimental participation is motivating to many students (Houston &
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Ziff, 1976), while other students are more motivated by grades 
(Houston, 1977b). Fischer (1970), for example, found that minimal 
cheating occurred until students were told that the task would 
contribute to their course grades.
Johnson and Gormly (1971) discovered that when ROTC students were 
informed that a test was predictive of future success as an officer, 
officer candidates cheated significantly more than students who did 
not intend to be officers. Additionally, some students are more 
internally than externally motivated and will cheat to maintain an 
internal self-image that they are skillful persons (Johnson, 1981; 
Karabenick & Srull, 1978).
These studies are in agreement with the considerable body of 
research that has focused strictly on motivation. One cluster of 
studies is based on the theory that individuals cognitively mediate 
their behaviors according to what factors motivate-them. This theory, 
known as expectancy theory, posits that individuals will try to 
maximize their expected satisfaction in any situation (Vroora, 1964). 
According to this theory, if students do not perceive that their 
efforts will lead to successful performance (which necessarily depends 
on the type of task and the individual's ability and/or power to 
succeed), but the outcome is highly valued, then the Student may 
decide to cheat in order to maximize the achievement of that valued 
reward.
Other authors have explained the same concept in varying ways. 
Tittle and Rowe (1974) said, . . the greater the utility of the 
act, the greater the potential punishment required to deter it”
(p. 48). Similarly, Jellison (1984) stated that ”. . . most
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people are honest when it pays them to be so and dishonest when there 
are comparable rewards” (p. 54). Lest the inference be made that 
cheaters consciously set out "to beat the system” or that they are 
"moral deviants,” it is important to reiterate that considerable 
research indicates that cheating behavior is much more complex than 
that. Motivation interacts with the environmental press and multiple 
personal variables.
Study Habits
Although this variable partially may be a function of personal 
characteristics, it also is strongly affected by environmental 
factors. Hetherington and Feldman (1964) made a case for the 
influence of personality on study behaviors. They submitted 78 
undergraduates to a large battery of personality measures and 
discovered that "active cheaters" were typically immature, impulsive, 
irresponsible, and lacking the self-sufficiency to exert effort toward 
studying. "Passive cheaters" (accessories) were found to be the 
opposite: mature, nurturant, and insightful.
Bowers (1964), however, focused on behavior rather than the 
psychological characteristics of cheaters. He discovered an inverse 
relationship between cheating and preparation for exams: as study
time increased, the proportion of cheating decreased. Similarly, the 
degree of efficiency in studying (appropriate time management) was 
found to be an influential factor, independent of the amount of time 
spent studying. This finding was. qualified by the fact that 
effectiveness of study habits correlated more highly with disapproval 
of cheating than with poor grades. Bowers, explained, "The fear of
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failure as a result of poor preparation, rather than the fact of 
previous failure, is what seems to pressure students who strongly 
disapprove of cheating to engage in academic dishonesty” (p. 84).
Smith et al. (1972) found similar results. Undergraduates 
reported that the most influential factor preventing them from 
cheating was "knowing the material well enough to make cheating 
unnecessary" (p. 61). This item was inversely related to test 
anxiety: test anxiety increased as preparation for exams decreased
Or = -.30, £ < .05). (See "Fear of Failure" in this review for 
further discussion of this topic.)
Oaks (1975), who surveyed approximately 900 students from two 
universities, revealed that although 38% said students cheat because 
it "is easier than studying," more students (45%) said cheating was 
necessary because "too many assignments and tests come at the same 
time" (p. 233). Only 3% said that cheating was "a game to outsmart 
the instructor." This same group of respondents said that students 
who do not cheat think it is dishonest (63%), are afraid of getting 
caught (58%), and study hard so they don't need to cheat (51%). These 
statements imply that cheaters not only fail to apply effort in 
preparing for exams, but also lack time management and study skills.
An additional factor related to test anxiety and study habits is 
the phenomenon of arousal during studying and test-taking. Houston 
(1977b) discovered that as study conditions deteriorated in a highly 
disrupted environment, learning decreased and cheating increased on 
the subsequent test. Since it generally is assumed that fraternities 
and sororities (with exceptions) provide a social environment where 
studying is easily disrupted, this study may have relevance to the
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research which shows that fraternities and sororities evidence 
increased incidences of cheating over other groups.
In a later study, Houston (1977a) revealed that performance on a 
free-recall memory task was not improved by cheating compared to the 
condition where students had no opportunity to cheat. The author 
explained that cheating was ineffective because it demanded attention 
and effort which otherwise might have been utilized in legitimate 
mental search processes. Cheating disrupted efficient retrieval 
strategies that are typically used to recall categories of items.
This group of studies demonstrates that cheaters do not practice 
appropriate study skills and have difficulty managing their time 
schedules and study environments. The implication is that student 
cheaters could benefit from an educational intervention program where 
these strategies are introduced.
Teacher
There is some indication that many faculty are unaware of the 
academic stresses facing college students. Barnett and Dalton (19S1) 
reported that faculty and students disagreed on questions such as 
"students are able to keep up with the reading and homework" and 
"students always have enough time to finish exams" (p. 545). 
Additionally, Farley (1974) pointed out that many faculty were unaware 
that "grades are a matter of life and death to some students" (p. 30). 
He explained that grades are the unit of exchange at the university, 
analogous to the professor’s paycheck, and when students' efforts do 
not lead to the appropriate rewards, cheating may seem to be the only 
way to survive.
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There is also a strong implication that poor pedagogy influences 
many students to cheat. Steininger et al. (1964) surveyed 49 
undergraduates regarding the identification of specific environmental 
variables that would induce them to cheat. The findings indicated 
that cheating increased sharply as situations contained more of the 
following factors: (a) the course was meager and uninteresting,
(b) the quality of teaching was poor, (c) tests were based on 
senseless detail, and (d) tests were difficult.
Bonjean and McGee (1964) supplied evidence that cheating 
increased when instructors were perceived to be autocratic, unduly 
harsh, unfair, or not understanding of student needs. Additionally, 
Bushway and Nash (1977) cited several studies that found more cheating 
in classes taught by authoritarian instructors who allowed little 
class discussion, displayed negative attitudes toward students, and 
who gave excessively difficult tests. Frary (1974) offered the 
following related comments:
We observe that professors tend to become irritated 
when students persist in questions about the form, 
content, and relative weighting of questions on an 
upcoming exam. . .They tend to be vague about 
requirements, hazy about examinations. If a 
professor's paycheck varied in amount in seemingly 
capricious ways, if his salary were determined by 
criteria he could not ascertain, he might experience 
bitterness and resentment like that felt by students 
about their wage. (p. 29)
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The problem is compounded by reports that many university 
teachers are "basically lazy in respect to detecting and preventing 
cheating" (Jacobsen, 1983, p. 18). A study conducted at Iowa State 
University revealed that faculty and students differed in their 
assessment of the quality of exam proctoring. More faculty (48%) than 
students (21%) believed proctors remained alert throughout exams to 
spot cases of cheating. Additionally, fewer faculty (18%) than 
students (64%) reported that graduate students frequently proctored 
exams. The implication is either that graduate students do not 
perform the job well or that students resent the absence of the 
professor during exams.
There is also considerable evidence that cheating significantly 
increases when proctors are inattentive or absent (See "Risk of 
Detection" in this review). Steininger et al. (1964) found that 
students said they would take advantage of the professor's leaving the 
room during an exam and would consider their behavior justified. More
cheating also occurs in large, overcrowded classrooms and when the 
same test is administered repeatedly (Bowers, 1964; Hardy, 1981).
These studies indicate that teachers share some of the blame for 
the high rate of cheating. Poor pedagogy, inconsiderate treatment, 
and overcrowded, uncontrolled classrooms offer more temptation than 
most students can resist.
Even when university professors display appropriate pedagogical 
methods, they seldom provide students with a normative value regarding 
academic integrity. Nuss (1982) discovered that 53% of the faculty at 
the University of Maryland never or rarely discussed with their
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classes the administrative policies or their own requirements 
pertaining to academic dishonesty.
Several studies indicate, however, that professors may be 
unrewarded for reporting incidents of cheating. Students are 
protected by elaborate procedural rights that can be time-consuming 
(Jacobsen, 1983), and some professors are unwilling to face the 
administrative red-tape of prosecuting cheaters (Lamont, 1979). 
Lamont's (1979) survey of professors at 12 select universities yielded 
a collective attitude that an unproved charge of cheating was worse 
than no charge at all because of the time and effort involved in due 
process hearings and the potential of losing esteem.
Additionally, Hardy (1981) found that "some professors minimize 
the problem because they fear it may reflect badly on their ability to 
teach or. . . reveal that they lack the requisite skills or experience 
to avert such infractions" (p. 70). Others do not report cheaters 
because they do not want to be branded a zealot or to face the risk of 
censure by their colleagues and students (Hardy, 1981; Jacobsen,
1983). For some professors, the punishment appears too harsh and they 
do not want to jeopardize a student's future career (Lamont, 1979). 
Hardy (1981) believes a greater problem exists when professors deny 
that a cheating problem even exists.
Extracurricular Activities
Few studies have investigated the influence of extracurricular 
activities on cheating, with the exception of fraternity and sorority 
membership which previously was discussed with reference to 
residentiality (See "Group Norms"). Baird (1980) surveyed 200
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undergraduates at a Pennsylvania university of which one third were 
liberal arts majors, 42% were education majors, and 23% were business 
majors. The author found that those students who were involved in 
three or more extracurricular activities disapproved of cheating 
significantly more than those students less involved. Those who were 
actively involved also were more likely to take some action if they 
witnessed a cheating incident (e.g., expressing personal concern).
Newhouse (1982) administered two measurement instruments to 120 
randomly selected freshmen attending Kansas State University:
(a) Scrole's Scale of Anomie, a measure of alienation, and (b) a 
cheating index developed by Lewis. By comparing low, medium, and high 
scores on cheating and alienation, the author discovered that students 
high in alienation exhibited a high disposition to cheat and, 
similarly, those low in alienation were less likely than others to 
cheat, Newhouse concluded that students who perceive themselves to be 
outside the social structure may resort to dishonesty in order to 
survive. He recommended the expansion of career and vocational 
counseling opportunities on campuses.
Johnson and Gormly (1971) discovered an opposing trend to the two 
studies above. They presented a temptation task to 27 Navy ROTC men 
at a large university in the Midwest. The authors disclosed that 
cheaters belonged to more clubs and held more leadership positions 
than noncheaters (j) < .05). It should be reiterated that Bowers 
(1964) found more academic dishonesty among those students who more 
highly valued social criteria than intellectual criteria.
Thus, it appears that no conclusion can be reached about the 
effect of social activities on cheating. Because these studies used
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
88
disparate populations and measurement methods, it is impossible to 
compare their results. It is logical to assume that the results would 
differ according to the type of organizational membership and the 
accompanying cultural norms. The strongest inference that can be made 
at} this time is that membership (or non-membership) in social 
activities is but one variable that interacts with multiple others.
Summary of Environmental Factors
The preceding analysis reveals that environmental cues greatly 
influence academic dishonesty. The variables may be summarized as 
follows:
1. Group Norms. More cheating is evidenced among friends and by 
groups displaying high residentiality (such as fraternities, 
sororities, and large dorms), a tolerance for cheating, a strong 
social orientation, and a lack of understanding of the institutional 
principle of academic integrity.
2. Risk of Detection. Cheating significantly increases when the 
risk of detection is minimized by crowded classrooms, inattentive or 
absent proctors, students scoring their own exams, and/or 
opportunities to pre-write blue-book essay exams. When the risk of 
detection is low, students exhibiting high achievement and/or high 
moral reasoning are just as likely to cheat as students low in those 
characteristics. Risk of detection particularly is influential when 
students perceive the test to be highly important and their 
probability of success to be low. The risk of detection is increased 
when spaced seating is used, but not when alternate test-forms are 
used.
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3. Threat of Punishment. Students who perceive a threat of 
punishment or who fear disciplinary sanctions exhibit less cheating 
than others. Mild disciplinary threats or reminders are effective in 
reducing cheating, but appeals for honesty and conditions of implicit 
trust are ineffective.
4. Incentive. Students are inclined to cheat because of 
different incentives, depending on their personal characteristics and 
the environmental press. More cheating occurs on the more frequently 
administered quizzes in less valued subjects than on final exams in 
students' preferred fields of study.
5. Study Habits. Cheaters exhibit poor study habits and have 
difficulty managing their time schedules and study environments.
6. Teacher. More cheating is found in classes where teachers 
are perceived to be autocratic, harsh, unfair, or not understanding of 
students. Overcrowded, uncontrolled test conditions encourage 
cheating behaviors. Few professors discuss with their classes the 
institutional policies or their own values pertaining to academic 
integrity. Professors are not rewarded for detecting or preventing 
cheating.
7. Extracurricular Activities. Results are mixed between those 
that reveal that students involved in more organizations cheat less, 
and those that show that highly social students cheat more than 
others.
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Educational Intervention Programs 
The review of literature disclosed no educational intervention 
program specifically designed for college cheaters, although one study 
was identified which compared the influence of three different 
counseling approaches on the cheating behaviors of fifth graders 
(DiFranco, 1981). The 160 fifth graders were divided into four 
different treatment groups which received three one-hour sessions with 
the following emphases: Group A, morality; Group B, anxiety; Group C,
reading for fun; Group D, no treatment. None of the treatment groups 
had the effect of reducing subsequent cheating on a self-scored 
temptation task.
Many studies, however, have shown that educational programs can 
increase moral reasoning scores (Berson, 1979; Rest, 1979a; Kohlberg & 
Wasserman, 1980; Whitely, 1982), reduce affective and behavioral 
indices of stress (Altmaier, 1983; Williams et al., 1983), increase 
internal locus of control scores (Lefcourt, 1982), increase 
self-actualization scores (Shostrum, 1974), and change values and 
associated behaviors (Rokeach, 1973).
Moral Reasoning. Smith (1978) administered a questionnaire to 55 
undergraduates who had admitted violating the Ohio State University 
regulations. The questionnaire, which pertained to judgments about 
their behaviors and the disciplinary process, revealed that students 
responded to the disciplinary experience in different ways and their 
responses were related to their levels of moral reasoning, as assessed 
by Rest's Defining Issues Test (DIT). Smith believes that moral 
development theory may be applied effectively to the discipline 
setting, especially if discipline is viewed as an educational rather
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than just a legal process. He stated that "if the administrative 
response is limited just to threats of punishment, an opportunity to 
stimulate moral reasoning is missed" (p. 345). The author recommended 
that "the administrator should act as a facilitator of student 
development by challenging less mature ways of reasoning and exploring 
alternate forms and levels‘of reasoning" (p. 344).
Berson (1979) compared the moral reasoning scores of two groups 
of freshmen students: one enrolled in a standard ethics course
(n = 11), and the other enrolled in an experimental values program 
(n. = 11) at Fordham University in New York. The experimental program 
improved the moral reasoning scores of only those who had scored 
lowest on the pretest. The program achieved modest success in 
fostering a "spirit of community" between students and faculty, and 
minimal success in exploring values in an interdisciplinary context.
The author believed that the success evidenced in some sections but 
not others was related to the characteristics of the teachers.
Rest (1979a) reported 16 intervention studies of varying 
populations that attempted to introduce change in DIT scores. Studies 
that were short-term in nature (under two weeks) or involved social 
studies programs showed no significant gains in the experimental group 
and no differences between control and treatment groups. Of the seven 
studies labeled as "psychological developmental programs," four 
studies reported significant pretest to posttest gains in the 
experimental group. Three of those four studies involved non-college 
groups (senior high students, junior high students, and in-service 
teachers). In the only college group, Whitely and Nelson (1976) 
studied 77 freshmen enrolled in a special residential college with an
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8-month course in psychological growth. The subjects evidenced a mean 
gain of 5.14 points (£ < .024). None of these programs used a control 
group for statistical comparison.
Of the five studies labeled "moral education programs” by Rest 
(1979a), three involved college students (Troth, 1974; Piwko, 1975; 
Panowitsch, 1975). The Troth study of 42 college students enrolled in 
a semester-long course on integrating personal values and behavior 
disclosed nonsignificant results. The Piwko study of 68 college 
students in a 10-session quarter-long course on moral values and 
commitments revealed a significant gain of 8.1 points (£ <.05). No 
control group was used.
The Panowitsch study was the most tightly controlled research of 
the group reported by Rest (1979a). The author compared two 
treatments: (a) an ethics course about philosophers and contemporary
moral problems and (b) a logics course about syllogisms, logic, truth 
tables, and formal proofs. Both quarter-long courses were taught by 
the same experienced professor of philosophy and were administered two 
tests, the DIT as a moral reasoning test and the Cornell Critical 
Thinking Test as a measure of logic ability. The ethics class 
exhibited a significant posttest gain on the DIT (_£ < .03) but not on 
the logic test, and the logic class significantly gained on the logic 
test (j3_ < .04) but not on the DIT. A five-month follow-up test 
revealed that the ethics class maintained their posttest gain and the 
logic class students did not develop to meet those scores.
Rest (1979a) stated that these results indicated that the DIT is 
a test of ethical thinking rather than of general logical thinking and 
that educational intervention programming can bring about significant
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changes on the DIT. The author pointed out, however, that the growth 
was considerably less ( 4 - 8  points) than in the longitudinal studies 
using the DIT (10 - 11 points).
Whitely et al. (1982) concluded that the studies reported by Best 
(1979a) showed only slight changes in DIT scores. He speculated that 
the reason was either that the curricula was unsuccessful in 
influencing moral reasoning or the DIT did not accurately reflect 
actual changes in moral reasoning. Whitely reviewed two additional 
studies that were labeled "moral education programs" (Justice, 1977; 
Boyd, 1976). The Justice curriculum included readings, lectures, and 
discussions of personal moral dilemmas. Mean principled reasoning 
scores (P%) significantly increased by 4.6 points. Whitely et al. 
cautioned, however, that the sample size was small (jn = 22) and there 
was wide variation in change patterns.
The Boyd curriculum centered on an alternating lecture-discussion 
format in which undergraduates considered readings and moral dilemmas 
suggested by students and the professor. Students increased their 
reasoning scores (as assessed by the Kohlberg Moral Judgment 
Interview) by one-fifth to one-third of a stage.
Whitely et al. (1982) also reviewed three studies that were 
labeled "psychological education programs" because they included moral 
reasoning activities within a broader psychological program (Mosher & 
Sprinthall, 1971; Brock, 1974, Whitely et al., 1982). These programs 
included topics pertaining to the establishment of relationships, the 
development of communication skills, and the recognition and analysis 
of ethical dilemmas. The Brock study found no difference between 
control and experimental groups in either ego devleopment or moral
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reasoning. The Mosher and Sprinthall study showed significant gains 
in both ego development and moral reasoning. The second study 
included a more developmental approach and peer counseling activities.
Whitely et al. (1982) studied two co-educational residence halls 
of fifty freshmen each at the University of California at Irvine. 
Students who elected to live in the experimental residence were 
required to enroll in a residential course called "Social Ecology: 
Moral Development and Just Communities," a cooperative effort among 
students, staff, and faculty. An additional elective course of five 
hours of counseling or service to the community was offered. The 
program participants evidenced a significant gain in moral reasoning 
scores on the DIT (_£ < .001), ego development (j> < .05), and moral 
judgment scores on the Kohlberg MJI (£ < .05). Additionally, 
alienation scores were reduced (j> < .001). The authors stated that 
moral reasoning is dependent upon ego development and, thus, a 
curriculum that proposes to increase moral development necessarily 
also should include a broadly based curriculum to facilitate ego 
growth,
Stress Reduction. Since the related literature reveals that 
students who are experiencing stress are inclined to cheat, it is 
important to determine what kinds of intervention might remedy the 
problem. Defenbacher and McKinley (1983) believe that the method of 
intervention should be matched to the nature of the stressor. Some 
stressors, such as test anxiety, may require a single intervention 
technique, such as syteraatic desensitization or anxiety management 
training. Since the sources of stress may be environmental, physical, 
developmental, psychological or multiple, other students may be
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experiencing more generalized stress reactions that require 
combinations of methods including stressor restructuring, cognitive 
restructuring, behavioral restructuring, and/or environmental 
restructuring.
The authors cited several studies that indicate both that
(a) multiple methods are more effective than single methods and that
(b) single methods work best alone. They concluded;
Combined programs should be designed when they are 
needed, that is, when assessment of student stress 
problems has revealed more than one significant 
contributor to the inference of stress, when research 
has consistently shown that the stress problem has 
multiple contributors, or when a combined intervention 
has shown consistent superiority over singular 
interventions, (p. 53)
Similarly, Williams et al. (1983) reported research that have 
supported the hypothesis that "multicomponent treatment programs 
involving study skills and counseling have been more effective in 
enhancing academic performance than single-component strategies such 
as systematic desensitization" (p. 491). They mentioned other studies 
that showed successful resolution of academic problems through the use 
of behavioral contracting, time management, cognitive restructuring, 
relaxation training, and stress management. The authors studied 22 
students who were on academic probation and discovered that stress 
management techniques (information plus deep muscle relaxation and 
diaphragmatic breathing) in combination with study skills, time 
management, and cognitive restructuring significantly increased
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academic performance over the control group. The authors cautioned, 
however, that the number of students in each group was small.
Locus of Control. Lefcourt (1982) cited two studies by Reimanis 
which found that specific counseling strategies can increase 
internality. (See "Locus of Control" in the Personal Characteristics 
section of this review for explanation of the concept.) Although the 
first study did not produce a significant increase in internality on 
the Rotter I-E Scale, it did find a change in behavioral indices 
(e.g., changing majors, moving to apartments, and seeking instructors 
for help). The second study indicated that achievement motivation 
training significantly decreased external scores which were retained 
over time by the males only. Lefcourt cautioned, however, that the 
I-E Scale easily is influenced by the Hawthorne and experimentor 
effects.
Self-Actualization. Self-actualization is a term used by Maslow 
(1967) to describe a person who is viewed as developing his or her 
unique capabilities and is free of emotional inhibitions (Shostrura, 
1974). It might be hypothesized that cheaters lack this capacity and 
that an educational intervention program designed for this group 
should include a measure of this characteristic. Shostrum designed 
the Personal Orientation Inventory (POI) to measure the relative 
degree of self-actualization as suggested by Maslow’s definitions. 
Shostrum summarized many studies that have reported significant 
increases on many of the POI subscales by high school students, 
college students, teachers, and counselors. The intervention 
techniques have included week-end marathons, sensitivity training, 
human relations training, risk-taking training, and encounter groups.
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While these curricula were not described in detail, there was adequate 
description to indicate that general self-awareness counseling may be 
effective in introducing changes on the POI. Wall (1970) found no 
correlation between the POI and the Rotter I-E Scale and concluded 
that the two instruments measure different constructs although they 
both purport to measure a type of internality.
Values. Chickering's (1969) developmental theory indicates that 
college students do not focus on understanding their values systems 
until the issues of competence and interpersonal relationships have 
been resolved. Similarly, Heath (1977) has stated that stabilization 
of values does not occur until cognitive skills and interpersonal 
relationships have been stabilized. Since cheating is related to 
attitudes and values about academic independence and integrity, 
intervention studies relating to values are of interest,
Rokeach (1973) believes that whenever individuals discover that 
their values are not congruent with their self-concepts, they will 
undergo changes in values to achieve greater internal compatibility. 
The author cited several studies which indicated that values rankings 
can be influenced by the content of the experimental program and that 
these values are maintained over time.
Summary of Intervention Studies
Although no educational intervention program was identified which 
was specifically designed for college cheaters, many studies indicate 
that educational intervention can improve behaviors exhibited by 
cheaters. Educational programs can increase moral reasoning scores,
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reduce behavioral indices of stress, increase internal locus of 
control, and mediate changes in values and associated behaviors.
Relationships to be Studied
This study is based on some of the developmental theories 
relating to college students which posit that for change to occur, 
certain external and internal stimuli must challenge the individual so 
that cognitive disequilibrium can occur (Sanford, 1967; Kohlberg, 
1971). The resulting instability then leads to a change of existing 
modes of adaptation so that new mental constructs (and accompanying 
behaviors) are assimilated and accommodated (Leafgren, 1981). The 
strategies used to induce these changes are believed to include the 
recognition of principles, the analysis of problems, the development 
of new skills, and the assignment of homework and new roles 
(Knefelkamp et al., 1978; Kohlberg & Wasserraan, 1980; Sebes & Ford,
1984).
Since college cheaters have been observed to lack specific coping 
skills necessary for dealing with stressful internal and external 
stimuli, an educational intervention program was designed to offer 
them assistance. The following variables were selected from those 
documented in the literature as being relevant to the study of 
cheating and the relationship between cheaters and an educational 
intervention program: sex, age, year in school, grade-point average,
ACT scores, academic major, fraternity/sorority membership, 
international membership, type of cheating, personality type, study 
habits and attitudes, values, moral reasoning, self-actualization,
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locus of control, student task development, and specific environmental 
and psychosocial factors.
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CHAPTER III 
PROCEDURES
Overview
Chapter III contains a description of the research design, 
subjects, treatment, instrumentation, data collection, and analytical 
procedures used in the study. Included are the methodological 
assumptions and limitations.
Research Design
This investigation consists of descriptive research combined with 
a one-group pretest-posttest design. As previously stated, the 
purpose of this study was to describe (a) the characteristics of 
cheaters who participated in a special educational intervention 
program at Louisiana State University, (b) the psychosocial and 
environmental factors that were perceived by identified students as 
influencing their decisions to cheat, (c) the extent of change in 
selected psychological measurements of identified cheaters upon 
completion of the educational intervention program, and (d) cheaters* 
sumraative evaluation responses to the educational intervention 
program. Although this study was not intended to be inferential in 
nature, the following reasons clarify further why an experimental 
design was not appropriate:
1. Administrative and logistical considerations prevented the 
selection of a testing control group from the larger population of all 
undergraduate students. Thus, it was unknown whether the accessible 
population (cheaters who were "caught and punished") was the same as
100
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the larger population (students who cheat), rendering generalizations 
conjectural.
2. The number of students meeting the criteria for inclusion in 
each semester program was too small for division into treatment and 
control groups.
3. Due process considerations precluded the assignment of 
non-disciplinary cases to a disciplinary sanction for the purpose of 
insuring a treatment control group.
4. Due process considerations precluded the assignment of 
disciplinary cases to a sanction different from those outlined in the 
Code of Student Conduct (e.g., cheaters who had completed their 
punishment by suspension who would then be required to complete an 
add-on punishment of test-taking for the purpose of insuring a 
treatment control group).
5. Due process considerations precluded the delay of sanction 
within the accessible population for the purpose of insuring a 
treatment control group.
Subjects
The subjects were students who had been found guilty of charges 
of academic dishonesty as defined in the Louisiana State University 
Code of Student Conduct during the semesters of Spring 1983, Fall 
1983, Spring 1984, and Fall 1984. Since there were no systematic 
attempts to randomly select cheaters from all undergraduate university 
students, the sample consisted of four intact groups: (a) 13 students
identified for the Spring 1983 program, (b) 11 students identified for 
the Fall 1983 program, (c) 38 students identified for the Spring 1984
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program, and (d) 6 students identified for the Fall 1984 program. The 
sample, therefore, included a total of 68 undergraduate students 
selected by the Dean of Students for participation in the educational 
intervention programs based upon the following criteria:
The students must have been first-time offenders 
of any University disciplinary policy who openly 
admitted responsibility for their actions, were 
willing to participate in the program once it was 
explained to them, and appeared to have been 
motivated to continue in school and complete the 
program. In reaching this latter judgment, the 
student's background, current academic record, 
and the subjective judgment of the Dean of Students 
were considered. Each student entering the program 
agreed to the following:
1. To plead guilty to the charge of academic 
dishonesty and accept accountability for his or 
her action;
2. To forfeit the privilege of representing the 
University in any official capacity (e.g., student 
leadership position, varsity athletics, or 
teaching assistant);
3. To have a disciplinary notation recorded on the 
permanent University transcript maintained in 
the Office of Records and Registration;
4. To receive the letter grade of F for the course
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in which the academic dishonesty occurred;
5. To sign a written understanding that any future 
act of academic dishonesty would result in 
permanent expulsion from the University 
(Blimling & Mathews, 1984).
Treatment
The treatment consisted of a twelve-week educational intervention 
program that was conducted by the researcher and sponsored by the Dean 
of Students Office. As previously described, the educational 
intervention program was repeated during four separate semesters. The 
curriculum, which employed a combination of group counseling and 
lecture-discussion methodologies, was specifically designed to meet 
the needs of students who had been involved in various acts of 
academic dishonesty, as suggested by the review of related literature 
and observation of their behaviors. Classes, which met for a two-hour 
period once a week, included the topics of values clarification, 
ethical reasoning, student development, locus of control, personality 
assessment, problem-solving, study skills, time management, and 
procrastination.
Once students voluntarily agreed to participate in the 
intervention program, class attendance, acceptable class 
participation, and written assignments were required. Written 
assignments were designed so that students could apply new knowledge, 
practice skills, and analyze, synthesize, and evaluate personal 
experiences. The ultimate goal was to restructure cognitive, 
affective, and behavioral components so that cheaters might develop a
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self-understanding that would enable them to solve problems ethically 
in the future. The objectives and outline of the educational 
intervention program are included in Appendix A.
Methodological Assumptions
1. In general, academic units identified cheaters in an 
equitable and consistent manner.
2. All cheaters had an equal opportunity to be identified and, 
thus, identified cheaters were representative of all cheaters on 
campus.
3. The administrative and disciplinary procedures outlined in 
the code of student conduct were equitably applied to all students 
identified as cheaters and, thus, all identified cheaters who met the 
criteria were provided the opportunity to enroll in the educational 
intervention program.
4. Since the same identification procedures were used each 
Bemester, students enrolled in a program during a specified semester 
were not unlike the students enrolled in programs administered during 
the other semesters.
5. Since the same instructor and curriculum strategies were used 
for all four semester programs, each intervention treatment was not 
different from the others.
Instrumentation
Defining Issues Test (Rest, 1979b). The DIT, based on Kohlberg's 
theory, measures the individual’s underlying moral reasoning. It is an 
objectively scored instrument consisting of six "moral dilemmas" for 
which respondents are to rate and rank considerations in making a
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related decision. In this study, the P score was used as a 
measurement of the percentage of principled responses in comparison to 
responses at lower levels of moral reasoning. The DIT has test-retest 
reliabilities ranging from the high .70s to the high .80s. The 
Cronbach alpha index of internal consistency is .77. Rest does not 
recommend dividing the 6-story version in half for pretest-posttest 
comparisons, since the split-half correlation does not approach .70. 
Retesting using the entire form indicates nonsignificant differences 
between means in short term studies. Long term effects are attributed 
to development.
Since validation of moral judgment is complicated by a lack of 
similar instruments, many types of studies were conducted to determine 
construct validity. Rest (1979a) reported significant differentiation 
for various age groups and educational levels accounting for nearly 
50% of the variance in scores. Longitudinal studies revealed 
significant upward growth at four and six-year intervals (_£ < .001) 
which could not be attributed to generational or cultural change or 
sampling bias. Correlations with the Kohlberg Moral Judgment 
Interview range between the .50s and .70s.
Rest (1979a) reported three interesting validation studies. The 
first study (McGeorge, 1975) asked subjects to fake the results of 
their second ("fake good”) and third ("fake bad") testings. Subjects 
were able to lower their scores to represent immature levels of social 
and ethical judgment but were not able to raise their scores ("fake 
good"). The results lend credence to the underlying developmental 
concept that subjects are unable to display thinking more advanced 
than their present level.
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The second study (Yussen, 1976) asked subjects to "fake good” or 
”fake bad” while role-playing a policeman or philosopher. Twelfth 
graders and college students were able to increase their philosopher 
scores over their self scores. Although the results appear to 
contradict McGeorge's study, Yussen made no comparison of M scores (a 
measure of pretentiousness rather than meaning). Subjects appeared to 
be role-playing the model of an incomprehensible philospher rather 
than comprehending more advanced concepts.
In the third study (Bloom, 1977), the investigator controlled for 
order of test administration and interaction effects by combining 
factors from the first and second study with 132 college students. 
Scores were not significantly different under standard, "fake good”, 
or "philosopher" conditions.
Internal-External Locus of Control Scale (Rotter, 1966). The I-E 
Scale measures differences in the tendency to make internal or 
external attributions about the consequences of one's own behavior.
It is an objectively scored instrument with 23 pairs of sentences 
presented in a forced-choice format.
The I-E Scale has been reported to have a test-retest reliability 
ranging from .55 to .78 depending upon the characteristics of the 
population. Internal consistency falls between .65 to .73 for the 
Spearman-Brown formula and between .69 to .76 for the Kuder-Richardson 
formula. Rotter explained that these formulae tend to underestimate 
the internal consistency because the test purposefully includes a 
breadth of attitudes toward different situations. Construct validity 
was determined by comprisons with the Marlowe-Crown Social 
Desirability Scale (-.07 to -.035) and estimated from behaviors of
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recovering patients and persons placed in conditions of skill and 
chance.
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Myers, 1976). The MBTI, based on 
Jung’s type theory, is an objectively scored instrument with 166 
multiple choice questions pertaining to preferences for perceiving, 
judging, and interacting with ideas and the environment. The type 
yields 16 combinations of personalities (which can be further 
subdivided into four clusters) labeled on a continuum in each of the 
following four areas: introversion-extraversion, feeling-thinking,
intuition-sensing, and perceiving-judging.
Studies of test-retest reliability have not been conducted for 
different ages, over different time interals, or under various 
conditions. The author explained that results of retesting 
personality types may be more indicative of reliability in the 
subject rather than reliability of the test. The median split-half 
reliability for all categories is .82. Split-half reliabilities for 
specific categories, determined by application of the Spearman-Brown 
Prophecy Formula to tetrachoric £, range between .74 and .90. 
Concurrent and construct validity were estimated from correlations 
with other assessments of Jungian type and with assessments of values, 
needs, vocational interests, the predominance of various types of 
professionals in particular occupations, and turnover in various jobs.
Personal Orientation Inventory (Shostrum, 1974). The POI is an 
objectively scored instrument that identifies significant value 
judgment problems, consistent with Ellis' RET and Gestalt theories.
It consists of 150 pairs of sentences in a forced-choice format from 
which the respondent chooses the sentence that is most descriptive of
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him or her. The time competence subscore is a measurement of the 
ability to tie the past and the future into a meaningful continuity 
with the present. The inner-directed subscore is a measure of whether 
the source of feeling about the individual's self-worth comes from 
inside the person or from perceptions of other people.
The time competence scale has a test-retest reliability of ,71; 
the inner-directed scale has a test-retest reliability of .77. 
Construct validity was estimated from comparisons between patients in 
psychotherapy and "normal" populations, and comparisons between 
clinically judged self-actualized and non-self-actualized groups. 
Concurrent validity was determined from correlations with scales on 
the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, the Eysenck 
Personality Inventory, the Study of Values, and others.
Rokeach Value Survey (Rokeach, 1967). For this survey, 
respondents rank 18 instrumental values and 18 terminal values from 
high to low according to their relative importance within the set. 
There is a distinctive developmental pattern to value preferences and 
national norms are available for the preferences of various age 
groups.
The test-retest reliability for the entire survey ranges between 
.74 to .80, and between .52 to .88 for specific values within the 
sets. Since the test-retest reliabilities for individuals are 
positively skewed and range from -.30 to the high .90s depending upon 
personal characteristics, pretest-posttest comparisons are more 
appropriately applied to groups. Construct validity has been 
estimated from differing attitudes and behaviors exhibited within and 
between groups in differing environments.
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Student Developmental Task Inventory (Winston, Miller, Prince, 
1979). The SDTI, based on Chickering's (1969) Seven Vectors of 
Development, presents samples of behaviors which students between 17 
and 23 years of age can be expected to demonstrate when they have 
satisfactorily achieved certain developmental tasks. The SDTI 
contains subscores for three tasks: Developing Autonomy, Developing
Purpose, and Developing Mature Interpersonal Relationships.
The two-week test-retest correlations for the total instrument 
was reported as .92, and correlations for the three task scores range 
between .85 to .92. The Cronbach alpha internal consistency 
coefficients for the three tests range between .78 and .90. Validity 
has been estimated from correlations with the College Student 
Questionnaire, the Career Development Inventory, and comparisons 
between differing student groups such as joiners, social isolates, 
active daters, and nondaters.
Survey of Study Habits and Attitudes (Brown & Holtzman, 1964). 
The SSHA is a measurement of study methods, motivation for studying, 
and attitudes toward scholastic activities. Although the SSHA has a 
low correlation with scholastic aptitude, it is a useful predictor of 
academic achievement. This suggests it measures traits largely 
untouched by other aptitude measures. Scores for the total Study 
Orientation and specific subscales (Study Habits and Study Habits) 
were used in this study.
Test-retest reliabilities range from .83 to .94 for all scales. 
Concurrent validity has been determined by correlations with 
grade-point averages at various colleges and teacher ratings of
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academic performance. The SSHA has not been validated as a selection 
instrument.
Other Measurement Instruments. The "Influence Questionnaire" was 
developed by the researcher to collect information regarding cheaters’ 
perceptions of the relative degree that various psychosocial and 
environmental factors influenced their decisions to cheat (Appendix 
B). Psychosocial factors were listed on page one; environmental 
factors were listed on page two. Items were selected for inclusion in 
the questionnaire if they were were documented in the literature as 
having relevance to the study of cheating in general. Ten 
professional educators evaluated the questionnaire for its clarity and 
validity and minor revisions in wording were made. Additionally, 
several survey questionnaires were developed to collect demographic 
information and program evaluations.
Data Collection
Descriptive statistics and nonparametric methodologies comprised 
the analytical processes of this study. Descriptive information 
about each student was collected by the researcher during the 
individual pre-program interviews. Pretest data were collected during 
the first class session of each semester program. All pre-program and 
pretest data were collectively summarized in tables and commentary.
Posttest data were collected during the last class session of 
each semester program. Since the number of students in each semester 
program was small, posttest data for all semesters for which the tests 
were administered were collated for the pretest-posttest analysis
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rather than compared as separate entities, (See Methodological 
Assumptions in this chapter for further explanation.)
Descriptive Analysis
Following is a delineation of the research variables and the 
analytical methods employed for each research objective.
Objective Tta describe the demographic characteristics of 
cheaters who have participated in the educational intervention program 
at LSU.
The following demographic variables were selected because the 
review of literature revealed them to have research relevance. Data 
were collected during the initial interview with each student and 
validated by comparison with University computer files. Frequencies 
and percentages of the following variables were displayed in tables:
a. sex (males and females);
b. age entering program (four categories: 18-19, 20-21,
22-23, 24-above);
c. year in school entering program (four categories: 
freshmen, sophomores, juniors, seniors);
d. fraternity/sorority ("Greek") members (males and 
females);
e. international students (males and females);
f. Black American students (males and females);
g. married students (males and females);
h. academic major of cheaters for males/females, 
fraternity/sorority members, international students, 
and non-fraternity/sorority/international students
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(five categories: business, engineering, junior
division, sciences, and social sciences/arts);
i. academic courses in which cheating occurred (business, 
computer sciences, engineering, quantitative, sciences, 
social sciences/arts) for each category within each 
academic major;
j. academic status of cheaters one semester after program 
(five categories: in good standing, scholastic
probation, scholastic drop, resigned, not enrolled but no 
degree awarded);
k. overall grade-point average entering program (seven 
categories: -1.00, 1.00-1.49, 1.50-1.99, 2.00-2.49, 
2.50-2.99, 3.00-3.49, 3.50+);
1. type of cheating (independent or social) by method of 
cheating (copying, plagiarism, use of unauthorized 
materials, accomplice, or other) and by courses of 
cheating;
m. courses of cheating by methods of cheating.
Additionally, means and standard deviations for the following 
variables were reported in tables:
a. composite scores on the American College Test (ACT), for 
those cheaters who had them on file, according to their 
academic status one semester after the program (LSU does 
not require ACT scores from international or transfer 
students);
b. grade-point averages (GPA) entering program for males/ 
females, fraternity/sorority members, international
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students, age categories, year in school, academic major, 
and academic status one semester after the program.
Objective 2: To describe the demographic similarities and
differences between identified cheaters and the rest of the 
undergraduate population at LSU.
Data for cheaters were collected during the initial interview with 
each student and validated by University computer files. Data for the 
rest of the undergraduate population, found in University computer 
printouts, were collated and averaged for the four semesters (Spring 
1982, Fall 1983, Spring 1984, Fall 1984). All data were summarized 
and reported quantitatively in tables. For the items below, 
single-sample chi-square tests were employed to determine whether the 
observed frequencies for the identified cheaters departed 
significantly from the expected frequencies determined from 
percentages of all undergraduates and related groups on nominal or 
ordinal variables.
a. sex (males and females);
b. age (four categories: 18-19, 20-21, 22-23, 24-above);
c. year in school (four categories: freshmen, sophomores, 
juniors, seniors);
d. academic major (five categories: business, engineering,
junior division, sciences, and social sciences/arts);
e. research groups (international students, fraternity/ 
sorority members, all others);
f. other subgroups (black American students and married 
students).
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For the items below, means and standard deviations were displayed in 
tables and compared in commentary;
a. grade-point averages entering program for all cheaters, 
international students, fraternity/sorority members, 
years in school, and major;
b. composite ACT scores for those cheaters who had them on 
file (LSU does not require ACT scores from transfer or 
international students).
Objective 3: To describe the demographic similarities and 
differences between identified cheaters at LSU and cheaters from other 
universities as profiled in the literature.
Data for cheaters were collected during the initial interview 
with each student and validated by University computer files. Data 
for cheaters from other universities were reported as profiled in the 
review of the literature. Data for the following variables were 
summarized in commentary only:
a. sex;
b. age;
c. ACT/SAT scores;
d. GPA or academic achievement;
e. year in school;
f. academic major;
8- fraternity/sorority members;
h. type of cheating;
i. extra-curricular participation
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Objective 4: To delimit specific psychosocial and environmental
factors that may be related to the incidence of cheating at LSU.
Data for this objective were collected by the Influence 
Questionnaire during the first class sessions of the Spring 1984 and 
Fall 1984 semesters (n = 41). The Influence Questionnaire was not 
administered during the previous semesters. Composite rankings of the 
psychosocial factors from page one and the environmental factors from 
page two were determined from individual rankings altered to weighted 
scores according to the following scale: 
most influential factor ■ 5 points 
second most influential = 4 points 
third most influential *» 3 points 
fourth most influential » 2 points 
fifth most influential = 1 point 
Additionally, for each of the following groups the five highest ranked 
psychosocial and environmental factors were displayed in tables and 
compared in commentary:
a. fraternity/sorority members;
b. international students;
c. all other cheaters (non-fraternity/sorority and 
non-international students);
d. social and independent cheaters.
Objective 5: To describe similarities and differences between
identified cheaters at LSU and college student norms provided in the 
literature with respect to values orientation, moral reasoning, locus
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of control, self-actualization. study orientation, and student task 
development.
The analysis for Objective 5 consisted of a comparison of 
collated pretest data with college student norms provided in the 
literature. The pretests were administered during the first class 
session of the semester programs listed with each instrument below. 
Because the LSU population of cheaters cannot be compared 
statistically with populations at other universities, analysis 
consisted of descriptive commentary and tabular displays using the 
quantitative method accompanying each instrument below.
a* Myers-Briggs Type Inventory (1976): comparisons of
frequencies and percentages for the following groups for 
all four semesters (n «= 67):
i) all 16 types
2) Extraversion (E) and Introversion (I)
3) Sensing (S) and Intuition (N)
4) Thinking (T) and Feeling (F)
5) Judgment (J) and Perception (P)
6) ST, SF, NF, NT
7) IS, IN, ES, EN
8) cross-categories of ST, SF, NF, NT by major and GPA
9) cross-categories of IS, IN, ES, EN by independent or
social cheating and GPA
b* Rokeach Value Survey (1973): comparisons of composite
rank orders for terminal and instrumental values for the 
following groups from all four semesters (n ■ 64):
1) international students
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2) fraternity/sorority members
3) all others (non-international and non-fraternity/ 
sorority
c. Defining Issues Test (Rest, 1979): comparisons of means
and standard deviations for principled level (P) scores 
for the following groups during Fall 1983, Spring 1984, 
and Fall 1984 (n = 53):
1. total group
2. research groups (international students, fraternity/ 
sorority members, non-fraternity/sorority and non- 
international students labeled "others", all 
non-international)
3. male groups
4. female groups
5. cheaters by year in school
6. cheaters by age categories
7. cheaters by academic major
d. Internal-External Locus of Control Scale (Rotter. 1966): 
comparisons of means and standard deviations for raw 
scores for the following groups during Spring 1984 and 
Fall 1984 (n - 42):
1. total group
2. research groups
3. male groups
4. female groups
e. Personal Orientation Inventory (Shostrum. 1974): 
comparison of means and standard deviations for time
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competence (TC) and inner-directed (I) scores for the 
following groups during Fall 1983, Spring 1984, 
and Fall 1984 (n = 50):
1. total group
2. research groups
3. male groups
4. female groups
f. Student Development Task Inventory (Winston, Miller, and 
Prince, 1979): comparison of means and standard
deviations for three task scores (Developing Autonomy, 
Developing Purpose, and Developing Mature Interpersonal 
Relationships) for the following groups during Fall 1983, 
Spring 1984, and Fall 1984 (n - 55):
1. total group
2. all males
3. all females
4. all international students
5. all non-international students
6. students by year in school
7. students by age categories
g. Survey of Study Habits and Attitudes (Brown & Holtzman, 
1964): comparison of means and standard deviations for
scores on Study Orientation, Study Habits, and Study 
Attitudes for the following groups during Spring 1983 and 
Spring 1984 (n = 48):
1. total group
2. all males
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3. all females
4. all international students
5. all non-international students
Objective 6: To determine the extent of change in values
orientation, moral reasoning, locus of control, and self-actualization 
of identified cheaters upon completion of the educational intervention 
program at LSU.
The analysis for Objective 6 consisted of a pretest-posttest 
comparison of measures administered to students during the first and 
last sessions of the semester programs listed with each instrument 
below.
a. Rokeach Value Survey (1973): Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs
Signed-Ranks test for pre-posttest comparisons of each 
terminal and instrumental value (36 values) for the 
following groups in all four semesters (n - 64):
1) fraternity/sorority students
2) international students
3) all other students
Because most parametric statistics have greater power than 
nonparametric statistics and often are considered to be robust against 
violations of the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of 
variances, the related samples jt-test is considered preferable to the 
Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks test. Therefore, tests of 
normality were employed for the following measures to determine 
whether the population distributions were extremely non-normal. Since 
the population distributions were deemed normal (£ < .001 to £ < .05),
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related-samples J^ -tests were employed and the probability of error was 
limited to the .05 level.
b. Defining Issues.Test (Rest, 1979): related samples
jt-test for pretest-posttest comparison of P scores for 
the following groups during Fall 1983, Spring 1984, and 
Fall 1984 (n *» 53) for the following groups:
1. total group
2. all males
3. all females
4. all international students
5. all fraternity/sorority members
6. all other cheaters
7. cheaters by year in school
8. cheaters by age categories
c. Internal-External Locus of Control Scale (Rotter. 1966): 
related samples _t-test for the following groups during 
Spring 1984 and Fall 1984 (n = 42):
1. total group
2. all males
3. all females
4. all international students
5. all fraternity/sorority members
6. all others
d. Personal Orientation Inventory (Shostrum. 1974): related 
samples Jt-test for the following groups during Fall 1983, 
Spring 1984, and Fall 1984 (n « 50):
1. total group
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2. all males
3. all females
A. all international students
5. all fraternity/sorority members
6. all others
Objective 7: To summarize identified cheaters* evaluations of
the educational intervention program.
A program evaluation questionnaire was administered to students 
as a take-home assignment at the conclusion of the second-to-last 
session due the final class session. The questions were open-ended and' 
subjective in nature so that students could offer personal reactions 
uninhibited by a multiple-choice format. Data analysis for this 
objective consisted of a tabular display of the four or five most 
frequently mentioned responses for each question accompanied by 
appropriate commentary. Statements not fitting a typical pattern were 
counted as miscellaneous responses unless they were particularly 
enlightening and noteworthy.
Limitations
This study was limited to the description of cheaters who were 
identified according to the Code of Student Conduct and who elected to 
participate in the educational intervention program in lieu of 
suspension. No empirical evidence exists that this group was a 
representative sample of the population of cheaters at LSU or at other 
similar institutions. As previously stated, controls for sampling, 
treatment, and testing were neither feasible nor ethical since the 
students were disciplinary clients protected by due process rights.
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Therefore, descriptive methodology was employed to compare this group 
of cheaters to relative groups of students at LSU and to cheaters from 
other institutions as profiled in the literature. Threats to internal 
validity are outlined below.
History. Posttest results likely could have been influenced by 
events occurring between the first and last class sessions, since the 
measurements focused on personal values and experiences.
Maturation. Posttest results could have been influenced by 
normal physical and psychological growth. Although it is possible 
that such changes might have occurred in some individuals, it seems 
unlikely that a significant forward movement would be observed for the 
group on these fairly stable psychological characteristics during the 
twelve-week time period.
Pretesting. Without a control group, it is unknown whether 
students' posttest results are the consequence of remembering their 
pretest responses or of altering their posttest responses to favorably 
represent themselves. Only the Defining Issues Test has been found to 
withstand that hypothesis. All other tests are subject to the halo 
and Hawthorne effects.
Mortality. Three students did not complete the study: one was
suspended for failure to comply with the probationary requirements, 
one resigned from school near the completion of the treatment, and one 
was withdrawn from the course after appealing his case to the 
Committee on Student Conduct. These subjects were not included in the 
pretest-posttest analysis, but were included in the descriptive 
analysis of Objectives 1, 2, and 3. Therefore, mortality was not a 
threat to internal validity.
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Instrumentation and Regression are not threatened since measures 
of observations were not employed and subjects were not selected on 
the basis of their extreme characteristics.
Summary
This chapter provided a description of the subjects and the 
educational intervention treatment (see also Appendix A), Information 
about the reliability and validity of the measurement instruments and 
procedures for data collection and analysis were delineated. The 
research design, which was descriptive in nature, employed 
nonparametric statistics and a one-group pretest-posttest program 
analysis using the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks test and the 
related-samples Jt-test. Methodological assumptions and limitations 
were provided.
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RESULTS
The presentation of results is divided into seven categories 
pertaining to each objective. The discussion and interpretation of 
the results are presented in Chapter V.
Objective _1
To describe the demographic characteristics of cheaters who have 
participated in the educational intervention program at LSU.
General Characteristics. To review, the subjects were students 
who had been found guilty of charges of academic dishonesty as defined 
in Section IV.B.2.b. of the Louisiana State University Code of Student 
Conduct during the semesters of Spring 1983, Fall 1983, Spring 1984, 
and Fall 1984. The sample consisted of four intact groups: (a) 13
students enrolled in the Spring 1983 program, (b) 11 students enrolled 
in the Fall 1983 program, (c) 38 students enrolled in the Spring 1984 
program, and (d) 6 students enrolled in the Fall 1984 program. Thus, 
the sample included a total of 68 undergraduate students, labeled 
cheaters for the purpose of this study, who were identified for 
participation in four separate, but similar, educational intervention 
programs.
Table 3 reveals that over three-fourths of the cheaters were male 
and less than one-fourth were female. A break-down of age categories 
discloses fewer students at the outer extremes, ages 18-19 (19%) and 
over-24 (12%), than in the middle two groups, ages 20-21 (37%) and
124
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Table 3
Frequencies and Percentages of Cheaters for Selected Demographic 
Characteristics
Characteristic Frequency Percent 
of total
Sex
Male 52 76.47
Female 16 23.53
Total 68 100.00
Age
18-19 13 19.12
20-21 25 36.77
22-23 22 32.35
24-above 8 11.77
Total 68 100.00
Year in School
Freshmen 3 4.41
Sophomores 18 26.47
Juniors 23 33.82
Seniors 24 35.29
Total 68 100.00
Fraternity/Sorority Members
Male 14 20.59
Female 8 11.76
Total 22 32.35
International Students*
Male 13 19.12
Female 2 2.94
Total 15 22.06
Black American Students
Male 2 2.94
Female 1 1.47
Total 3 4.41
Married Students
Male 4 5.88
Female 0 0.00
Total 4 5.88
* Nationalities represented: Egypt, 1; El Salvador, 2; Guatemala, 1;
Iran, 2; Korea, 1; Lebanon, 3; Saudi Arabia, 1; Taiwan, 1; Venezuela, 
2; Viet Nam, 1.
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ages 22-23 (32%). Only 4% of the sample were freshmen, compared to a 
little over one-fourth in the sophomore category and approximately a 
third each in the junior and senior categories.
Nearly a third of the sample were fraternity and sorority 
members, including approximately twice as many men as women. 
International students comprised 22% of the total and only 2 students 
in that group were females. These international students came from 
the countries of Egypt, El Salvador, Guatemala, Iran, Korea, Lebanon, 
Saudi Arabia, Taiwan, Venezuela, and Viet Nam.
Academic Major. Table 4 summarizes the frequencies and 
percentages of groups of cheaters in each academic major. Engineering 
students (chemical, civil, electrical, industrial, or petroleum) 
comprised the largest group (nearly 30%) and business majors made up 
the second largest group (25%). Approximately 19% of the students 
were majoring in the social sciences/arts (architecture, education, 
English, history, or journalism). Only 7 of the cheaters (10%) were 
majoring in the sciences (computer science, geology, math, or 
microbiology).
Approximately 16% of the sample were enrolled in Junior Division. 
Junior Division is the "college for freshmen and transfer students who 
have attempted fewer than 70 semester hours of work and who do not 
meet the requirements for admission to a senior college" (LSU,
1982-83, p. 233). Although these students may have declared a major 
in any academic field, they may not have settled permanently on a 
preferred major and, thus, are considered as a separate academic unit 
by the University.
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Table 4
Frequencies and Percentages of Groups of Cheaters in Each Academic 
Major
Academic Major*
Group Bus. Eng. J. D. Sci. S.S. Total
Sex
Male n 
%
11
21.15
17
32.69
11
21.15
6
11.54
7
13.46
52
100.00
Female n 
%
6
37.50
3
18.75
0
0.00
1
6.25
6
37.50
16
100.00
Fraternity/Sorority Members 
n 9 4 
% 40.91 18.18
4
18.18
1
4.55
4
18.18
22
100.00
International Students 
n 1 
% 6.67
10
66.67
1
6.67
2
13.33
1
6.67
15
100.00
Other Students** 
n
%
7
22.58
6
19.35
6
19.35
4
12.90
8
25.81
31
100.00
Total Cheaters
n
%
17
25.00
20
29.41
11
16.18
7
10.29
13
19.12
68
100.00
* Academic Majors: Bus. = Business; Eng. = Engineering; J.D. <= Junior
Division; Sci. = Sciences; S.S. * Social Sciences/Art
** Other Students: All non-international non-fraternity/sorority
students
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Of the male cheaters, 33% were engineering majors, 21% each were 
in business and junior division, 13% were in the social sciences/arts, 
and 12% were majoring in the sciences. Of the females, an equal 
number (n «* 6) were majoring in the social sciences/arts and business, 
whereas 3 females were majoring in engineering and only 1 student was 
found in the sciences. Approximately 41% of the fraternity/sorority 
members were majoring in business, with 18% each in engineering, the 
social sciences/arts, and junior division. One sorority student (5%) 
was majoring in a science.
Most of the international students were engineering majors (67%), 
compared to only 2 students majoring in the sciences, and 1 student 
each in business, the social sciences/arts, and junior division.
Other students, comprised of non-international and non-fraternity/ 
sorority members, were distributed approximately evenly among business 
(23%), engineering (19%), junior division (19%), and the social 
sciences/arts (26%). About 13% of this group were majoring in the 
sciences.
Courses of Cheating. Table 5 summarizes the frequencies and 
percentages of students according to the courses in which they 
cheated. Nearly a third of the students cheated in engineering 
courses (32%) and almost as many (29%) cheated in quantitative 
courses, labeled "math" (accounting, math, and quantitative business 
analysis). About 15% cheated in social science/art courses, whereas 
about 9% cheated in business courses and another 9% cheated in 
computer science courses. Only 2 students cheated in science courses.
Although two other students were not involved in academic 
dishonesty, their behaviors (labeled ’’pranks”) more closely
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Table 5
Frequencies and Percentages of Cheaters in Courses of Cheating by
Academic Major
Academic Major*
Courses Bus. Eng. J.D. Sci. S.S. Total
Business n 3 1 1 1 0 6
% 50.00 16.67 16.67 16.67 0.00 100.00
Computer n 1 0 1 2 2 6
Sci. % 16.67 0.00 16.67 33.33 33.33 100.00
Engineering n 1 18 1 1 1 22
% 4.55 81.82 4.55 4.55 4.55 100.00
Math n 11 0 4 1 4 20
% 55.00 0.00 20.00 5.00 20.00 100.00
Sciences n 0 0 0 2 0 2
% 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 100.00
S.S./Arts n 0 1 4 0 5 10
% 0.00 5.00 36.36 0.00 38.46 100.00
Other n 1 0 0 0 1 2
Acts** % 50.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 50.00 100.00
Total n 17 20 11 7 13 68
% 25.00 29.41 16.18 10.29 19.12 100.00
* Academic Majors: Bus. * Business; Eng. *= Engineering; J.D. * Junior
Division; Sci. ■> Sciences; S.S. « Social Sciences/Arts
** Other Acts: Pranks = 2
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represented cheating behavior than any other type of misconduct. The 
Dean of Students enrolled them in the educational intervention program 
upon the belief that the program was the appropriate sanction for 
their type of cheating behavior. Based on the dean's description of 
their behavior and his professional recommendation, these students 
were assumed to be not unlike the other cheaters and, thus, were 
included in the sample for data analysis purposes.
Most of the business majors (55%) were found to cheat in the 
quantitative business analysis courses and, similarly, most of the 
engineering majors (82%) cheated in engineering courses. Junior 
Division and social science/arts majors cheated about equally in math 
and English courses, whereas science majors were distributed evenly 
among all types of courses, with the exception of the social 
science/arts courses which showed none.
Academic Status. Table 6 displays the academic status of the 
cheaters one semester after the program. Most of the cheaters (69%) 
were considered "in good standing" by the University. Eleven students 
(16%) were placed or were continued on scholastic probation, while two 
students were dropped from the University rolls. One student resigned 
from the University (with consent of the Dean of Students) near the 
end of the program and did not re-enroll the following semester.
Seven other students (10%) also were not enrolled the ensuing 
semester, although they were eligible to do so (see Table 9).
Composite ACT Scores. Table 7 indicates a mean composite score 
of 19.32 on the American College Test (ACT) for those cheaters who had 
them on file (65% of the sample). The University does not require ACT 
scores for international or transfer students because their academic
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Table 6
Frequencies and Percentages of Cheaters by Academic Status One 
Semester After Program
Status Frequency Percent of Total
In Good Standing 47 69.11
Scholastic Probation 11 16.18
Scholastic Drop 2 2.94
Resigned 1 1.47
Not Enrolled 7 10.29
Total 68 100.00
Table 7
Means and Standard Deviations of Composite ACT Scores for Cheaters by 
Academic Status One Semester After Program
Variable n Mean Standard Deviation
Total Group* 44 19.32 5.42
Academic Status
In Good Standing 32 19.53 5.19
Scholastic Probation 5 17.40 4.39
Scholastic Drop 1 26.00 ---
Resigned 1 29.00 ---
Not Enrolled 5 16.60 6.23
♦LSU does not have ACT scores for international or transfer students
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placements are determined by other methods. Students in good academic 
standing exhibited a mean composite ACT (19.53) that was similar to 
the total group. Students with the lowest mean (16.60) were not 
enrolled the following semester, although Table 9 indicates that their 
grade-point averages were high enough to maintain eligibility. The 
group with the second lowest mean score (17.40) was on scholastic 
probation. Interestingly, one student who was dropped for scholastic 
reasons had an ACT score of 26.00 and the student who resigned had an 
ACT score of 29.00, both well-above the mean for the sample.
Grade-point averages. In Table 8, a frequency distribution for 
categories of grade-point averages (GPA) is revealed. Approximately 
46% of the students had a GPA between 2.00 and 2.49 and about 
one-fourth each fell into the categories immediately above (2.50 - 
2.99) and immediately below (1.50 - 1.99). One student fell below the 
1.49 level. Only 4 students (5%) exhibited a GPA above a 3.00 and, of 
those, only 1 student had a GPA above a 3.50.
As is evident in Table 9, the mean GPA for the total group is 
2.29. On the face, there does not appear to be much difference 
between the GPAs for males and females, although it must be reiterated 
that statistical tests were not applied for this objective.
Fraternity members have a somewhat higher GPA (2.30) than all males
(2.24), but sorority members do not appear to differ from all females.
International students have a lower GPA (2.19) than all 
fraternity/sorority members (2.32) and the total sample (2.29). 
Relatively lower GPAs are exhibited for students who were dropped from 
the University the following semester (1.75), were placed on
scholastic probation (1.86), were 24 years of age or older (2.00),
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Table 8
Frequencies and Percentages of GPA Categories for Cheaters When 
Entered Program
Category of GPA Frequency Percent of Total
1.00 - 1.49 1 1.47
1.50 - 1.99 15 22.06
2.00 - 2.49 31 45.59
2.50 - 2.99 17 25.00
3.00 - 3.49 3 4.41
3.50 - above 1 1.47
Total 68 100.00
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Table 9
Means and Standard Deviations of GPAs for Cheaters When Entered
Program
Characteristic n Mean Standard Deviation
Total 68 2.29 .4589
Males 52 2.24 .4518
Females 16 2.47 .4505
Fraternity/Sorority 22 2.32 .4412
Males 14 2.30 .3497
Females 8 2.49 .5547
International 15 2.19 .5144
Age
18-19 13 2.32 .4843
20-21 25 2.37 .5640
22-23 22 2.29 .2508
24-above 8 2.00 .4591
Year in School
Freshmen 3 2.47 .6966
Sophomores 18 2.24 .4866
Juniors 23 2.33 .3817
Seniors 24 2.28 .4996
Major
Business 17 2.54 .5559
Engineering 20 2.23 .4742
Junior Division 11 2.11 .4072
Sciences 7 2.37 .2842
Social Sciences/Arts 13 2.19 .3011
Academic Status*
In Good Standing 47 2.45 .4296
Scholastic Probation 11 1.86 .3547
Scholastic Drop 2 1.75 .0919
Resigned 1 2.17 ----
Not Enrolled 7 2.11 .2041
* Reflects GPA of cheaters upon entering program who later were 
categorized by academic status one semester after program
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were in Junior Division (2.11), or were not enrolled the following 
semester (2.11). Relatively higher GPAs are revealed for business 
majors (2.54), sorority members (2.49), and the 3 freshmen (2.47).
Type of Cheating. Independent cheaters initiate and carry out 
their misconduct alone. Thus, although a student might copy from the 
test of another student, if the act was not a cooperative venture, the 
behavior was labeled independent cheating. Social cheating, 
conversely, involves knowledge, consent, and cooperation on the part 
of two or more persons. As Table 10 reveals, almost 60% of the 
students were independent cheaters, compared to 40% who participated 
in social cheating.
The methods of cheating included copying from the test of another 
person, plagiarizing material from a book or paper provided by another 
student, using unauthorized materials during or before the test (e.g., 
books, notes, formulae, or advanced copies of a test), and willingly 
acting as an accessory to the cheater. Almost 39% of the students 
were involved in copying, compared to 24% involved in plagiarism and 
25% in the use of unauthorized materials. Only 2 students were 
identified as accessories to the act of cheating. About 9% of the 
students were involved in miscellaneous acts such as forging 
professors' signatures and assignment of grades, writing false names 
on their tests, or pranks (which was discussed previously).
Most of the independent cheaters were involved in copying from 
other students' tests (37%) or plagiarizing from books (12%) and were 
caught in engineering (28%) or quantitative courses (10%). Most of 
the social cheaters were involved in the unauthorized use of materials
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Table 10
Frequencies and Percentages of Independent and Social Cheaters by 
Method of Cheating and Course in Which Cheating Occurred
Type of Cheating
Variable Independent Social Total
n % n % n %
Method of Cheating
Copying 25 37.31 1 1.49 26 38.81
Plagiarism 8 11.94 8 11.94 16 23.88
Unauthorized Materials 3 4.48 14 20.90 17 25.37
Accomplice 0 0.00 2 2.99 2 2.99
Other^ 4 5.97 2 2.99 6 8.96
Total 40 59.70 27 40.29 67 100.00
Course of Cheating
8.96Business 4 5.97 2 2.99 6
Computers 3 4.48 3 4.48 6 8.96
Engineering 19 28.36 2 2.99 21 31.34
Math 7 10.45 13 19.40 20 29.85
Sciences 2 2.99 0 0.00 2 2.99
Social Sciences/Arts 5 7.46 5 7.46 10 14.93
Other^ 0 0.00 2 2.99 2 2.99
Total 40 59.70 27 40.30 67 100.00
♦Others = Forgery of professor's signature and grade, use of false 
name, pranks 
♦♦Others « Pranks
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(21%) or plagiarism of other students’ terra papers (12%) and were 
caught in quantitative (19%) or social science/arts (7%) courses.
Table 11 reveals the frequencies and percentages of students in 
the courses in which they cheated by their methods of cheating.
Students caught in business courses were evenly divided between 
copying and using unauthorized materials. Over half of the students 
in computer science courses either copied programs from other students 
or plagiarized programs from books, while one student acted as an 
accessory by providing a program for another to copy. Most of the 
students in engineering courses copied from other students' tests 
(76%) or plagiarized materials for term papers (19%). Most of the 
students in the quantitative courses memorized an unauthorized, 
advanced copy of the test (65%) or copied from other students' tests 
(20%). One student in a science course copied another student's paper 
and one used an unauthorized name on an examination. Most of the 
students in the social sciences/arts plagiarized material from books 
for term papers (70%).
Objective 2_
To describe the demographic similarities and differences between 
identified cheaters and the rest of the undergraduate population at 
LSU.
The single sample chi-square (goodness-of-fit) test was used to 
determine whether the observed frequencies of cheaters for specific 
characteristics differed significantly from the expected frequencies 
determined from percentages of all undergraduates averaged over the 
four semesters. Table 12 supplies the observed and expected
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Table 11
Frequencies and Percentages of Cheaters in Courses of Cheating by 
Method of Cheating
Courses of Cheating Copy
Method of Cheating* 
Plag. UMat. Acc. Other Total
Business n 3 0 3 0 0 6
% 50.00 0.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Computer Science n 1 3 0 1 6
% 16.67 50.00 0.00 16.67 0.00 100.00
Engineering n 16 4 0 0 1** 21
% 76.19 19.05 0.00 0.00 4.76 100.00
Math n 4 2 13 0 20
% 20.00 10.00 65.00 0.00 5.00 100.00
Sciences n 1 0 0 0 1** 2
% 50.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 50.00 100.00
S.S./Arts n 1 7 1 1 0 10
% 10.00 70.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 100.00
Others n 0 0 0 0 2***
% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 100.00
* Methods of Cheating: Copy ■ Copying tests or assignments; Plag. «
Plagiarism of books or papers; UMat. « Use of Unauthorized materials 
during test; Acc. * Accomplice
** Others: Forgery of professors1 signatures and assignment of
grades; use of false name on test
*** Others: Pranks
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Table 12
Observed and Expected Frequencies of Cheaters for Selected
Characteristics****
Characteristic
observed 
n %
expected**** 
n %
difference
%
Sex (x2 - 15.72, df . 1)***
Males 52 76.47 35.71 52.51 23.96
Females 16 23.53 32.29 47.49 23.96
Total 68 100.00 68.00 100.00
Age (x2 - 8.27, df = 3)*
18-19 13 19.12 18.29 26.89 7.77
20-21 25 36.77 22.51 33.11 3.66
22-23 22 32.35 14.07 20.69 11.66
24-above 8 11.77 13.13 19.31 7.54
Total 68 100.00 68.00 100.00
Year (x2 » 12.46, df o 2 without freshmen)**
Freshmen 3 4.41 24.57 36.13 31.72
Sophomores 18 26.47 14.32 21.07 5.40
Juniors 23 33.82 13.05 19.19 14.63
Seniors 24 35.29 16.06 23.61 11.68
Total 68 100.00 68.00 100.00
Major (x2 = 33.72, df - 4)***
Business 17 25.00 8.13 11.95 13.05
Engineering 20 29.41 6.88 10.12 19.29
Junior Division 11 16.18 26.99 39.69 23.51
Sciences 7 10.29 8.35 12.28 1.99
Social Sciences/Arts 13 19.12 17.65 25.96 6.84
Total 68 100.00 68.00 100.00
Research Groups (x2 <= 61.57, df _ 2)***
International 15 22.06 4.26 6.27 15.79
Fraternity/Sorority 22 32.35 8.29 12.19 20.16
All Others***** 31 45.59 55.45 81.54 35.95
Total 68 100.00 68.00 100.00
Other Subgroups (Chi-square analysis not performed)
Black Americans 3 4.41 4.74 6.98 2.57
Married Students 4 5.88 3.99 5.88 0.00
* £ < .05 ** £ < .01 *** £ < .001
**** Expected frequencies determined from percentages of all
undergraduates
*****A11 others: all non-international, non-fraternity/sorority
students
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
140
frequencies for the chi-square analyses plus the percentages of 
differences between the subgroups of cheaters and the undergraduate 
population.
The chi-square test discloses significant differences between 
cheaters in the educational intervention program and the larger 
undergraduate population for sex (j) < .001). A sample typical of the 
LSU population would yield nearly equal numbers of males and females, 
rather than the 75% male/25% female ratio demonstrated by the 
cheaters. Significant differences also are noted for age (£ < .05).
The cheaters had fewer students for ages 18-19 and 24-above and more 
students for ages 20-21 and 22-23 than is typical of the LSU 
undergraduate population. The greatest difference, 11.66 percentage 
points, is evident for ages 22-23.
Similarly, significant differences are noted for year in school 
(j3 < .01). Because the freshmen group of cheaters had less than 5 
subjects, that group was eliminated from the chi-square test so as not 
to distort the results. Even with that modification, the number of 
sophomores, juniors, and seniors is greater for cheaters than is 
indicated by the undergraduate population. The greatest differences 
are observed for the freshmen (31.72 percentage points) and for the 
juniors (14.63 percentage points).
The chi-square test for academic major also reveals significant 
differences between cheaters and the undergraduate population 
(_£, < .001). The population of cheaters had more business and 
engineering majors and fewer junior division, science, and social 
science/arts majors than vras expected based on the total undergraduate 
parameters. Additionally, the frequencies displayed for the three
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research groups are significantly different from the expected 
frequencies (£ < .001). There were more international students, more 
fraternity/sorority members and fewer "other” cheaters than is typical 
of the total undergraduate population.
Lastly, although the number was too small to perform a chi-square 
analysis, there were fewer black American students in the intervention 
program (4.41%) than in the undergraduate population (6.98%), a 
difference, however, of only 2.57 percentage points. There is no 
difference between the percentages of married students in the 
intervention program and in the undergraduate population (5.88%).
Table 13 reveals that most groups of cheaters in the intervention 
program have lower grade-point averages than the same groups in the 
undergraduate population. Since standard deviations were not 
available for the undergraduate population and the frequencies for the 
population size are greatly different, it is not possible to make a 
definitive judgment on the magnitude of this difference. With the 
exceptions of the similar means for the junior division students 
(2.11, 2.17) and business majors (2.54, 2.65), all other groups 
display a difference between means of approximately .20 to .30. This 
visual inspection indicates a small difference that is consistent 
across most groups. Although the freshmen cheaters show a higher GPA 
than the undergraduate freshmen, it should be reiterated that there 
were only 3 students in that group and one of those students had a 
relatively high GPA which probably influenced the mean.
Table 14 reveals that the mean composite ACT score for cheaters 
is nearly one point lower than that of the undergraduate population.
The standard deviations are nearly identical, indicating a similar
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Table 13
Means and Standard Deviations of GPAs for Cheaters in the Intervention 
Program and for the Undergraduate Population
Cheaters All Undergraduates
Characteristic Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Total group 2.2943 .4589 2.5945
International* 2.1860* .5144 2.4458* ------
Fraternity/Sorority 2.345 .4412 2.5585 ---
Year in School
Freshmen 2.4700 .6966 2.2478 ---
Sophomores 2.2422 .4866 2.4553 ---
Juniors 2.3257 .3817 2.5877 ---
Seniors 2.2813 .4996 2.6734 ------
Major
Business 2.5388 .5559 2.6508 — .—
Engineering 2.2260 .4742 2.6248 ------
Junior Division 2.1109 .4072 2.1706 ------
Sciences 2.3743 .2842 2.6979 ------
S.S./Arts 2.1915 .3011 2.7989 — —
* Represents only the nationalities of Egypt, El Salvador, Guatemala,
Iran, Korea, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, Taiwan, Venezuela, Viet Nam
Table 14
Means and Standard Deviations of Composite ACT Scores for Cheaters in
the Intervention Program and for the Undergraduate Population
Group Mean Standard Deviation
Cheaters 19.3182 5.4165
Undergraduate Population 20.2924 5.4574
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
1 A3
variance in scores. Since ACT scores are used only for student 
placement in introductory English classes, the University does not 
require ACT scores from international or transfer students whose 
English placements are determined by other means. As a reminder, the 
group of cheaters shows a smaller percentage of non-international 
students (78%) than is typical of the undergraduate population (94%). 
Additionally, although parameters for university transfer students 
were not available for. comparison, 10% of the cheaters were transfer 
students. ACT scores, therefore, were available for only 65% of the 
cheaters.
Objective 3[
To describe the demographic similarities and differences between 
identified cheaters in the educational intervention program and
cheaters from other universities as profiled in the literature.
Sex. A large majority (75%) of the cheaters in the intervention 
program were males. This result agrees with the large group of 
studies which indicate that more males than females cheat. The review
of literature revealed, however, an equal number of studies that found
no significant difference between the incidences of cheating for males 
and females. It should be reiterated that this study did not focus on 
students who cheated in a particular environment or in a given 
experiment but, rather, on admitted cheaters who were detected in 
multiple settings and who subsequently received disciplinary 
punishment. It is unknown whether more males than females cheat at 
this university.
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Age and Year in School. Approximately one third of the cheaters 
in the intervention program was noted for ages 20-21 and another third 
for ages 22-23. Similarly, the group of cheaters were divided 
approximately into thirds for sophomores, juniors, and seniors. Only 
3 cheaters were freshmen and only 19% fell into the age category of 
18-19. It is not reported whether the majority of this group were 19, 
as opposed to 18 years of age. These results appear to agree with the 
literature which .finds an increase in cheating at the sophomore level 
with no increases or decreases thereafter. Most research has not 
studied the incidence of cheaters over the age of 24, so it is unknown 
how this age group relates to the incidence of cheating.
ACT (SAT) Scores. By visual inspection, ACT scores do not appear 
to be related to the incidence of cheating. This result agrees with 
the Johnson and Gormly (1972) study which found no relationship 
between cheating and this variable. Although the mean ACT score for 
the group of cheaters was somewhat lower than that for the 
undergraduate population, it does not seem significantly lower. It 
appears likely, however, that ACT scores are related to scholastic 
achievement, since those cheaters on scholastic probation had a 
smaller standard deviation and a mean two points lower than the other 
cheaters. A complex analysis of ACT scores was not performed (e.g., 
males v. females, verbal v. quantitative, etc.).
Grade-point Average. This study reveals that most groups of 
cheaters had lower GPA scores than related groups in the undergraduate 
population, with the exceptions of business majors, junior division 
students, and the three freshmen. Although it is unknown whether 
these differences are statistically significant, the results are in
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agreement with the considerable research which indicates that cheaters 
usually have lower grades than non-cheaters, even though recent 
literature disagrees with that finding.
Academic Major. The literature is not conclusive on this 
variable because each study used a different set of units. 
Nevertheless, Bowers (1964) found more cheating among business and 
engineering majors compared to those in liberal arts curricula, and 
Baird (1980) found more cheating by business majors than comparison 
groups (engineering was not studied). The results of this study agree 
with the Bowers and Baird findings in that there were more business 
and engineering cheaters than those in other majors.
Fraternity/Sorority Membership. The literature reveals that 
fraternity/sorority members, typical of other highly residential 
groups, cheat more frequently than other more heterogeneous groups. 
This study discloses a greater number of fraternity/sorority members 
in the intervention program than is typical of the undergraduate 
population.
Type of Cheating. Only one study was identified that focused on 
the personality characteristics of students involved in different 
types of cheating (Hetherington & Feldman, 1964). Since their 
research applies more to Objectives 4 and 6, it will not be discussed 
in this section.
Ob jective _4
To delimit cheaters* perceptions of specific psychosocial and 
environmental factors that may be related to the incidence of cheating 
at LSU.
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Psychosocial factors perceived by cheaters to have influenced 
their cheating behaviors are ranked for the total group and are 
presented in Table 15. The results indicate that students cheated 
because they were afraid of failing the task or course, their parents 
expected high grades from them, they desired to raise their 
grade-point averages, they did not study enough, the course was 
difficult, and they procrastinated studying.
The five most influential psychosocial factors differed 
considerably among research groups, however, as is evident in Tables 
16 through 18. Male fraternity members mentioned parental 
expectations of high grades, fear of failing the assignment, 
competition for grades, task importance, and a desire to raise their 
grades. Male international students only had one item in common with 
the fraternity men, fear of failing the assignment. This group more 
highly ranked poor study habits, social activities interfering with 
their studying, insufficient study time, a desire to graduate on time, 
procrastination, and fear of failing the course. Male 
non-international non-fraternity students ("other" males) mentioned 
three items in common with the international students, two items in 
common with fraternity members, and added poor time management habits.
Sorority members selected fear of failing the assignment, 
parental expectations of high grades, and task importance in common 
with the fraternity members. This group, however, mentioned several 
different influences: test anxiety, lack of self-confidence, low
ability in the subject, and the difficulty of the course. Female 
non-sorority students (which includes two international students) 
mentioned two other influences: enrollment in too many courses and
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Table 15
Rank of Psychosocial Factors Perceived by Cheaters as Having
Influenced Their Decisions to Cheat (n ■ 41*, 61% of total 67)
Mean Number in 
Rank Psychosocial Factors score** top 5***
1 Fear of failing task 1.3659 18
2 Parental expectations of high grades 1.0976 11
3 Desire to raise GPA 0.9024 14
4.5 Fear of failing course 0.7805 12
4.5 Insufficient study time 0.7805 9
6 Difficulty of course content 0.6829 10
7 Procrastinated until too late 0.6585 9
8 Test anxiety 0.6341 7
10 Task worth large percent of grade 0.6098 10
10 Low ability in subject 0.6098 8
10 Poor study habits 0.6098 7
12 Poor time management habits 0.5366 10
13.5 Social activities interfere with studies 0.4878 8
13.5 Competition for grades 0.4878 7
15 Lack of self-confidence in ability 0.4634 5
17 Job interferes with studying 0.4390 5
17 Lack of preparation for test 0.4390 5
17 Enrolled in too many courses 0.4390 4
19 Desire to maintain GPA 0.4146 7
20 Desire to graduate on time 0.3902 6
21.5 Failure to consider consequences 0.3415 5
21.5 Inability to say "no" to friends 0.3415 3
23 Influence of peers 0.2927 3
24 Did not know my actions were wrong 0.2683 4
25 Poor study skills 0.2195 4
26.5 Fear of flunking out of school 0.1219 3
26.5 Negative attitude about life in general 0.1219 1
28 Negative attitude about college 0.0976 1
29 Task worth small percent of grade 0.0732 1
30 Cheating is a habit for me 0.0000 0
* Number reflects cheaters enrolled in the Spring 1984 and Fall 1984 
programs only
** Determined from individual rankings altered to weighted scores 
according to the following scale: most influential factor » 5
points; second most influential « 4 points; third most influential = 3 
points; fourth most influential = 2 points; fifth most influential = 1 
point; not ranked in top five = 0 points.
*** Number of cheaters ranking item as one of their top five most 
influential factors
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Table 16
Rank of Top Five Psychosocial Factors Perceived by Fraternity/Sorority
Members as Having Influenced Their Decisions to Cheat
Rank Top Five Psychosocial Factors Mean Weighted Score
1
Combined Fraternity/Sorority Members 
(n - 17*, 77.27% of total 22)
Fear of failing assignment/test 1.8824
2 Parental expectations of high grades 1.8235
3 Task was worth large percent of grade 1.2353
4 Test anxiety 1.0000
5 Competition for grades 0.9412
1
Male Fraternity Members 
(n - 11*, 78.57% of total 14)
Parental expectations of high grades 2.0909
2 Fear of failing assignment 1.8182
3 Competition for grades 1.4545
4 Task was worth large percent of grade 1.2727
5 Desire to raise GPA 1.0909
1
Female Sorority Members 
(n » 6*, 76% of total 8)
Test anxiety 2.1667
2 Fear of failing assignment 2.0000
3 Lack of self-confidence in my ability 1.6667
4 Parental expectations of high grades 1.3333
6 Low ability in subject 1.1667
6 Difficulty of course 1.1667
6 Task was worth large percent of grade 1.1667
* Number reflects cheaters enrolled in the Spring 1984 and Fall 1984 
programs only
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Table 17
Rank of Top Five Psychosocial Factors Perceived by International
Students as Having Influenced Their Decisions to Cheat
Rank Top Five Psychosocial Factors Mean Weighted Score
Combined International Students
(n - 8*, 53.33% of total 15)
2 Poor study habits 1.1250
2 Desire to graduate on time 1.1250
2 Enrolled in too many courses 1.1250
5 Social activities interfere with studies 1.0000
5 Insufficient study time 1.0000
5 Fear of failing course 1.0000
Male International Students 
(n « 7*, 53.85% oftotal 15)
1 Poor study habits 1.2857
2.5 Social activities interfere with studies 1.1429
2.5 Insufficient study time 1.1429
4 Fear of failing assignment/test 1.0000
6 Desire to graduate on time 0.8571
6 Procrastinated until too late 0.8571
6 Fear of failing course 0.8571
* Number reflects cheaters enrolled in the Spring 1984 and Fall 1984 
programs only
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Table 18
Rank of To e  Five Psychosocial Factors Perceived by Other Cheaters as
Having Influenced Their Decisions to Cheat
Rank Top Five Psychosocial Factors Mean Weighted Score
Male Non-International, Non-Fraternity Students 
(n » 14*, 56% of total 25)
1 Insufficient study time 1.2857
2 Desire to raise GPA 1.1429
3 Procrastinated until too late 1.0714
5 Fear of failing assignment/test 0.9286
5 Desire to maintain GPA 0.9286
5 Poor time management habits
Female Non-Sorority Students** 
(n - 3*. 37.5% of 8)
0.9286
1 Parental expectations of high grades 3.3333
2 Insufficient study time 1.6667
4 Enrolled in too many courses 1.3333
4 Fear of failing assignment/test 1.3333
4 Low ability in subject 1.3333
* Number reflects cheaters enrolled in the Spring 1984 and Fall 1984 
programs only
** Includes 1 international student and 2 non-international students
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insufficient study time. Like the sorority members, they selected 
parental expectations of grades, fear of failing the assignment, and a 
low ability in the subject as relatively influential in their 
decisions to cheat.
It appears from this array that fraternity members cheat for 
different reasons than the international and "other” groups of males 
who are more similar to each other. Female sorority and non-sorority 
members were more alike than different and sorority and fraternity 
members share about half of their reasons for cheating.
Independent and social cheaters' reasons for cheating are 
presented in Table 19. The two groups share only one item, fear of 
failing the assignment. The social cheaters mentioned parental 
expectations, task importance, competition for grades, and poor time 
management (similar to fraternity members). Like the international 
students, independent cheaters selected fear of failing the course and 
the desire to raise their GPAs. Like the sorority members, 
independent cheaters say they lacked self-confidence, were enrolled in 
too many courses, and had low ability in the subject.
Environmental factors perceived by all cheaters as having 
influenced their decisions to cheat are ranked and presented in Table 
20. Students said they cheated because there was a low risk of 
getting caught, the type of task made it easy to cheat, the room was 
crowded, the seats were closely spaced, and the task was more 
difficult than they expected.
As can be observed from Tables 21 through 24, most sub-groups of 
cheaters selected those same items with only a few differences. 
Fraternity/sorority members selected two different items: their peers
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Table'19
Rank of Too Five Psychosocial Factors Perceived by Social and 
Independent Cheaters as Having Influenced Their Decisions to Cheat
Rank Top Five Psychosocial Factors Mean Weighted Score
Social Cheaters
(n - 19*, 70.37% of total 27)
1 Parental expectations of high grades 2.0526
2 Fear of failing assignment/test 2.0000
3 Task was worth large percent of grade 1.0526
5.5 Competition for grades 0.8421
5.5 Poor time management 0,8421
Independent Cheaters 
(n - 22*, 55% of total 22)
1 Fear of failing course 0.9545
2 Desire to raise GPA 0.9091
3 Lack of self-confidence 0.8636
5 Enrolled in too many courses 0.8182
5 Fear of failing assignment 0.8182
5 Low ability in subject 0.8182
* Number reflects cheaters enrolled in the Spring 1984 and Fall 1984 
programs only.
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Table 20
Rank of Environmental Factors Perceived by Cheaters as Having
Influenced Their Decisions to Cheat (n m 41*, 61.19% of total 67)
Rank Environmental Factors
Mean
Score**
Number in 
Top 5***
1 Low risk of getting caught 1.7561 24
2 Type of task made it easy to cheat 1.7073 23
3 Crowded room 1.6098 19
4 Task was more difficult than expected 1.4634 18
5.5 Close spacing of seats 1.2439 17
5.5 Peer offered me answers 1.2439 14
7 Lack of knowlege about how to do task 1.1463 13
8 Not enough time to complete task 1.1219 15
9 Knowledge that others were cheating 0.9024 14
10 Lack of instructor help 0.6341 9
11 Inattentive proctor 0.5366 8
12 Ambiguous wording of items on test 0.3415 5
13 Negative instructor attitude 0.3171 6
* Number reflects cheaters enrolled in the Spring 1984 and Fall 1984 
programs only.
** Determined from individual rankings altered to weighted scores 
according to the following scale: most influential factor = 5 points;
second most influential ■ 4 points; third most influential « 3 points;
fourth most influential = 2 points; fifth most influential «= 1 point;
not ranked in top five ■ 0 points.
*** Number of cheaters ranking item as one of their top five most
influential factors
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Table 21
Rank of Top Five Environmental Factors Perceived by
Fraternity/Sorority Members as Having Influenced Their Decisions to
Cheat
Rank Top Five Environmental Factors Mean Weighted Score
1
Combined Fraternity/Sorority Members 
(n = 17*, 77.27% of total 22)
Low risk of getting caught 2.7059
2 Peer offered me answers 2.2941
3 Type of task made it easy to cheat 2.1765
4 Lack of knowledge about how to do task 1.5882
5 Task was more difficult than expected 1.3529
1
Male Fraternity Members 
(n = 11*, 78.57% of total 14)
Low risk of getting caught 3.1818
2 Peer offered me answers 2.8182
3.5 Type of task made it easy to cheat 1.8182
3.5 Lack of knowledge about how to do task 1.8182
5 Task was more difficult than expected 1.4545
1
Female Sorority Members 
(n - 6*, 75% of total 8)
Type of task made it easy to cheat 2.8333
2 Low risk of getting caught 1.8233
3 Peer offered me answers 1.3333
5 Task was more difficult than expected 1.1667
5 Crowded room 1.1667
5 Lack of knowledge about how to do task 1.1667
* Number reflects cheaters enrolled in the Spring 1984 and Fall 1984 
programs only.
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Table 22
Rank of Top Five Environmental Factors Perceived by International
Students as Having Influenced Their Decisions to Cheat
Rank Environmental Factors Mean Weighted Score
1
Combined International Students 
(n - 8*, 53.33% of total 15)
Type of task made it easy to cheat 2.5700
2 Not enough time to complete task 2.5000
3 Close spacing of seats 2.1250
4 Task was more difficult than expected 2.0000
5 Type of task made it easy to cheat 1.5000
1
Male International Students 
(n - 7*, 53.85% of total 13)
Not enough time to complete task 2.8571
2 Crowded room 2.7143
3 Close spacing of seats 2.2857
4 Task was more difficult than expected 1.5714
5 Type of task made it easy to cheat 1.1429
* Number reflects cheaters enrolled in the Spring 1984 and Fall 1984 
programs only.
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Table 23
Rank of Top Five Environmental Factors Perceived by Other Cheaters as
Having Influenced Their Decisions to Cheat
Rank Top Five Environmental Factors Mean Weighted Score
Male Non-International, Non-Fraternity Students
(n = 14*, 56% of total 25)
1 Crowded room 1.871
2 Close spacing of seats 1.5714
3 Type of task made it easy to cheat 1.2857
4.5 Task was more difficult than expected 1.2143
4.5 Low risk of getting caught 1.2143
Female Non-Sorority Students**
(n = 3*, 37.5% of total 8)
1 Task was more difficult than expected 3.0000
2 Type of task made it easy to cheat 2.3333
3.5 Peer offered me answers 1.6667
3.5 Lack of knowledge about how to do task 1.6667
6.5 Low risk of getting caught 1.3333
6.5 Crowded room 1.3333
6.5 Ambiguous wording of items on test 1.3333
6.5 Not enough time to complete task 1.3333
* Number reflects cheaters enrolled in the Spring 1984 and Fall 1984 
programs only.
** Includes 1 international student and 2 non-international students
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Table 24
Rank of Top Five Environmental Factors Perceived by Social and
Independent Cheaters as Having Influenced Their Decisions to Cheat
Rank Top Five Environmental Factors Mean Weighted Score
1
Social Cheaters 
(n - 19*, 70.37% of total 27)
Low risk of getting caught 2.6842
2 Peer offered me answers 2.5263
3 Task was more difficult than expected 1.6842
4 Type of task made it easy to cheat 1.6316
5 Lack of knowledge about how to do task 1.4737
Independent Cheaters 
(n = 22*, 5 5 i of total 40)
1 Crowded room 2.6818
2 Close spacing of seats 2.3182
3 Type of task made it easy to cheat 1.7727
4.5 Task was more difficult than expected 1.2727
4.5 Not enough time to complete task 1.2727
6 Low risk of getting caught 0.9545
* Number reflects cheaters enrolled in the Spring 1984 and Fall 1984 
programs only.
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offered them the answers and they lacked knowledge about how to do the 
task. International students said they did not have enough time to 
complete the task. Female non-sorority students offered similar 
responses to those of the sorority members, but added one statement, 
ambiguous wording of items on the test. It should be pointed out that 
this group included two international students who might be expected 
to have difficulty with the wording on a test. Social cheaters, like 
fraternity and sorority members, said their peers offered them 
answers. Independent cheaters, like international students, selected 
lack of time to complete the task.
Of related interest to students’ reasons for cheating is the 
degree of acquaintanceship they shared with the persons whose tests or 
papers they copied or plagiarized (see Table 25). Nearly a third of 
the groups said they were close friends with the other person, but a 
little over a third said they did not know the other person at all.
About a fourth of the cheaters said the other person was just an 
acquaintance.
Table 26 shows that almost 30% did not know how to estimate the 
academic achievement of the other person. Interestingly, this 
percentage is somewhat smaller than the 34% who said they did not know 
the other person at all. Evidently, two respondents estimated the 
other persons' academic achievement based on some criteria other than 
acquaintanceship, such as the lack of personal studying (i.e., "Anyone 
would know more than I"), or the other person's behaviors in class or 
during the test. Nearly 27% estimated that the other person was a B 
student, nearly 20% guessed the other person was an C student, 15%
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Table 25
Frequencies and Percentages of Cheaters According to Their
Relationships with the Persons Whose Tests/Papers They Used
Relationships Frequency* Percent
Close friends 13 31.71
Just an acquaintance 10 24.39
I did not know the person at all 14 34.15
Not applicable to me 4 9.75
Total 41* 100.00
* Number reflects cheaters enrolled in the Spring 1984 and Fall 1984 
programs only
Table 26
Frequencies and Percentages of Cheaters on Their Estimates of the 
Academic Achievement of the Persons Whose Tests/Papers They Used
Estimate of Academic Achievement Frequency* Percent
A student 6 14.63
B student 11 26.83
C student 8 19.51
D student 0 00.00
I did not know 12 29.27
Not applicable to me 4 9.76
Total 41* 100.00
* Number reflects cheaters enrolled in the Spring 1984 and Fall 1984 
programs only
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said the other person was an A student, and none estimated that the 
other person was a D or F student.
Ob jective J5
To describe similarities and differences between identified cheaters 
at LSU and college student norms provided in the literature with 
respect to personality type, values orientation, moral reasoning, 
locus of control, self-actualization, study orientation, and student 
task development.
Personality type. Since the review of literature suggests that 
different situations elicit different types of cheating from different 
personality types, it was deemed important to evaluate this factor.
The Myers-Briggs personality types for cheaters in the intervention 
program are presented in Table 27. According to Jung’s theory of type 
(upon which the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator is based), there are four 
basic preferences which structure the individual's personality. The 
E-I index reflects whether the individual is more an extravert (E) who 
focuses perception and judgment upon the outer world of people and 
things or is more an introvert (I) who focuses perception and judgment 
upon the inner world of concepts and ideas. Almost 67% of the 
cheaters are extraverts and nearly 33% are introverts. As Table 28 
indicates, these percentages are typical of the norms for college 
business majors and unlike those presented for engineering or liberal 
arts majors.
The S-N index reflects two kinds of perception: sensing (S) or
intuition (N). Most of the cheaters prefer to perceive things 
directly through the five senses (75%) rather than intuitively through
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Table 27
Frequencies and Percentages of Cheaters by All Myers-Briggs 
Personality Types*
16 Types Totals
ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ IS IN
n 9 3 0 1 16 6
% 13.32 4.47 0.00 1.49 23.88 8.96
ISTP ISFP INFP INTP I
n 3 1 3 2 22
Z A.48 1.49 4.48 2.99 32..84
ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP ES EN
n 8 4 4 4 34 11
% 11.94 5.97 5.97 5.97 50.75 16.42
ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ E
n 13 9 2 1 45
% 19.40 13.32 2.99 1.49 67,.16
Totals
ST SF NF NT
n 33 17 9 8
Z 49.25 25.37 13.43 11.94
S N T F
n 50 17 41 26
Z 74.63 25.37 61.19 38.81
J P
n 38 29
Z 56.72 43.28
* I, E: Introversion/Extraversion
St N: Sensing/Intuitive
T, F: Thinking/Feeling
J, P: Judging/Perceiving
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Table 28
Percentages of Cheaters by Major for Myers-Briggs Personality Indices 
Compared to a Literature Source*
Index
All 
Cheaters 
n b 68
%
Literature Source
Business 
Majors 
n b 488
%
Engineering 
Majors 
n - 2389
%
Liberal Arts 
Majors 
n « 2177
%
E 67 70 48 54
I 33 30 52 46
S 75 72 33 38
N 25 28 67 62
T 61 69 68 54
F 39 31 32 46
J 57 53 64 53
P 43 47 36 47
* Literature Source: Myers (1962)
** Indices: E, I: Extraversion/Introversion
S, N: Sensing/Intuition
T, F: Thinking/Feeling
J, P: Judging/Perceiving
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the unconscious (25%). Once again, these percentages are identical to 
the norms for business majors and unlike those typical of engineering 
and liberal arts majors.
The T-N index reflects two kinds of judgment: thinking (T) or
feeling (F). Most of the cheaters prefer to come to conclusions 
through the impersonal, logical processes of thinking (61%) rather 
than through the personal, subjective process of feeling (39%). These 
percentages are similar to those reported in the literature for both 
business and engineering majors.
The J-P index reflects the individual's preference for the 
judging (J) or perceiving (P) processes described above. The cheaters 
are more balanced in this index with 57% preferring the judgment mode 
over perception and 43% preferring the perception mode over judgment. 
These results are similar to the percentages presented in the 
literature for business and liberal arts majors.
The greatest percentage of cheaters (49%) may be classified 
further as ST types (see Table 29). This personality type focuses on 
facts determined through the five senses and makes decisions about 
these facts through impersonal analysis. They tend to be practical 
and matter-of-fact and prefer the fields of business, engineering, 
production, law, or surgery.
The next largest percentage of cheaters (25%) is noted for the SF 
type. Individuals in this group also focus on facts gathered through 
the five senses but make decisions with personal warmth toward others. 
They are sociable and friendly and prefer the fields of sales, 
elementary school teaching, nursing, and social work.
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Table 29
Frequencies and Percentages of Each Academic Ma jor in Selected 
Myers-Briggs Categories Compared to College Students in t* Literature 
Source
Major
Personality Types
TotalST SF NF NT
Business n 9 4 3 1 17
% 52.94 23.53 17.65 5.88 1 0 0 . 0 0
Lit.* % 51.00 2 1 . 0 0 1 0 . 0 0 18.00
Engineers n 13 4 1 1 19
% 68.42 21.05 5.26 5.26 1 0 0 . 0 0
Lit.* % 24.00 11.00 2 2 . 0 0 43.00
Junior Div. n 6 2 0 3 11
% 54.55 18.18 0 . 0 0 27.27 1 0 0 . 0 0
Science n 3 1 2 1 7
% 42.86 14.29 28.57 14.29 1 0 0 . 0 0
Lit.* % 1 2 . 0 0 5.00 26.00 57.00
S.S./Arts n 2 6 3 2 13
% 15.38 46.15 23.08 15.38 1 0 0 . 0 0
Lit.* % 24.00 17.00 28.00 31.00
Total n 33 17 9 8 67
% 49.25 25.37 13.43 11.94 1 0 0 . 0 0
* Literature source: Myers (1962). Business students, n « 488; 
engineering students, n « 2188; science students, n «= 705; 
liberal arts students, n ■ 3676.
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The percentages for the third and fourth groups are similar. The 
NF type (13%) focuses interest upon possibilities and uses personal 
warmth to relate with others. They tend to be enthusiastic, 
insightful communicators who prefer the fields of high school and 
college teaching, preaching, advertising, counseling or psychiatry, 
writing and research. The NT type (12%) focuses upon possibilities 
through impersonal analysis. They tend to be intellectually ingenious 
and prefer problem-solving activities in research, science, 
mathematics, technical fields or management.
Table 29 illustrates that most of the cheaters in business prefer 
the ST mode with SF second. There are fewer NT cheaters in business 
than the literature suggests is typical of business majors. Most of 
the engineering majors prefer the ST mode with SF second. The 
literature suggests that this is not typical of engineers who usually 
prefer the NT mode over others. Junior division students prefer ST 
first, NT second, and SF third. Science majors prefer ST first and NF 
second. According to the literature, their second choice (NF) is 
typical of scientists but, like engineers, they usually choose the NT 
mode over others. Cheaters in the social science/arts fields prefer 
SF first, NF second, and equally prefer NT and ST third. The 
literature reveals that liberal arts majors usually prefer NT first,
NF second, ST third, and SF fourth. Liberal arts majors typically are 
more evenly divided across all types than are other majors, which is 
not reflected by the 46% of cheaters in the social sciences who prefer 
the SF mode.
In summary, cheaters majoring in business are the only group 
falling into the typical personality pattern for business majors.
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Among cheaters, engineering, science, and social science/arts majors 
are atypical groups. Most cheaters prefer the ST mode, with the 
exception of the social science/arts majors who prefer the SF mode.
Grade-point averages also have been correlated with particular 
Myers-Briggs types. Myers (1962) states that "IN types have the 
greatest natural interest in scholastic activities and ES types have 
the least" (p. 44). The IN types within the group of cheaters, 
however, have the lowest GPA (2.13) of all types presented (see Table 
30). By further dividing the IN types, Myers found that INFJ, INTP, 
and INTJ types have both the highest mean IQ and the highest 
grade-point averages. The GPA for NT types in the group of cheaters 
is near the top (2.35) just under the GPA for SF (2.36).
Of further interest was to determine if more extraverts 
participated in social cheating and, similarly, if more introverts 
participated in independent cheating. As Table 31 illustrates, only 
33% of the independent cheaters are introverts, compared to 67% who 
are extraverts. Similarly, about 33% of the social cheaters are 
introverts. Thus, it appears that the type of cheating (independent 
or social) is not related to the introvert-extravert personality types 
because this group of cheaters, as a whole, prefers the mode of 
extraversion (dealing with the outer world of people and things) to
introversion (dealing with the inner world of ideas).
Values. Because the review of literature suggests that social 
norms interact with personal attitudes and values to influence 
students' tendencies either to cheat or refrain from cheating, the
nature of cheaters' values was of research interest. According to
Rokeach (1973), terminal values are desired end-states of existence
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Table 30
Means and Standard Deviations of GPAs for Selected Myers-Briggs 
Personality Types
Type n Mean Standard Deviation
ST 33 2.27 .5187
SF 17 2.36 .4706
NF 9 2.15 .2465
NT 8 2.35 .3944
IS 16 2.31 .4629
IN 6 2.13 ,,1515
ES 34 2.31 .5226
EN 11 2.30 .3896
Total 67 2.27 .4589
Table 31
Frequencies and Percentages of Independent and Social Cheaters in 
Selected Myers-Briggs Categories
Personality Types
Type Cheating IS IN ES EN Total
Independent n 1 0 3 21 6 40
% 25.00 7.50 52.50 15.00 59.70
Social n 6 3 13 5 27
% 2 2 . 2 2 11.11 48.15 18.52 40.30
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that may be either self-centered or society-centered in focus. The 
results of the composite rank orders for the pretest terminal values 
on the Rokeach Value Survey are presented in Table 32. The first 
choice for most groups was freedom, with the exception of 
fraternity/sorority members who chose happiness as their first choice.
The top five terminal values for international students were 
freedom, happiness, a world at peace, true friendship, and family 
security. Fraternity/sorority members selected happiness, 
self-respect, freedom, true friendship, and family security. The top 
five choices for the other cheaters (non-international and 
non-fraternity/sorority) were freedom, self-respect, true friendship, 
happiness, and family security. As can. be observed, the top five 
terminal values differed little among all groups, with the exception 
of a world at peace, chosen by the international students.
Comparison of all terminal values across the three groups 
indicates many similarities in rank with the following exceptions:
(a) international students more highly value a world at peace, 
equality, national security and social recognition, and less highly 
value an exciting life, inner harmony, mature love, and salvation;
(b) fraternity/sorority members less highly value equality and wisdom;
(c) "other" students do not differ greatly from international students 
or fraternity/sorority members.
Composite rank orders of pretest instrumental values are 
presented in Table 33. Instrumental values are desired modes of 
conduct leading to the terminal values listed above which may focus 
either on personal competencies or interpersonal behaviors. 
Interestingly, all groups of cheaters selected the value of honesty as
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Table 32
Composite Rank Orders of Pretest Terminal Values on the Rokeach Value
Survey for Three Groups of Cheaters Compared to ja Literature Source
Ranks for 
Research Groups*
Ranks for 
Literature**
Terminal Values Internat
n = 13
Frat/Sor Others 
22 29
College
298
A Comfortable Life 9 8 1 0 13
An Exciting Life 16 11 13 1 2
A Sense of Accomplishment 11 7 9 6
A World at Peace 3 1 0 11 1 0
A World of Beauty 17.5 17 17.5 17
Equality 6.5 18 1 2 11
Family Security 5 5 5 9
Freedom 1 3 1 1
Happiness 2 1 4 2
Inner Harmony 15 6 9 8
Mature Love 13 9 8 5
National Security 1 0 16 17.5 16
Pleasure 14 14 16 18
Salvation 17.5 13 14 14
Self-Respect 6.5 2 2 4
Social Recognition 1 2 15 15 15
True Friendship 4 4 3 7
Wisdom 8 1 2 7 3
* Research Groups: Internat = international students; Frat/Sor =
fraternity/sorority members; Others = all non-international, 
non-fraternity/sorority students.
** Literature Source: Rokeach (1973). Introductory psychology class
at Michigan State University, ages 18-21
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Table 33
Composite Rank Orders of Pretest Instrumental Values on the Rokeach
Value Survey for Three Groups of Cheaters Compared to a, Literature
Source
Instrumental Values
n
Ranks for 
Research Groups*
Ranks for 
Literature**
Internat
13
Frat/Sor Others 
22 29
College
298
Ambitious 11 4 4 4
Broadminded 9 14 8 3
Capable 7.5 9 1 2 1 0
Cheerful 15 6 14 15
Clean 16 18 18 17
Courageous — 6 8 13 7
Forgiving 5 11 8 11
Helpful 3 1 0 10.5 13
Honest 1 1 1 1
Imaginative 17 17 16 14
Independent 1 0 5 6 6
Intellectual 14 12.5 10.5 9
Logical 7.5 15 15 1 2
Loving 4 2 3 5
Obedient 18 16 17 18
Polite 13 7 8 16
Responsible 2 3 2 2
Self-Controlled 12 12.5 5 8
* Research Groups: Internat = international students; Frat/Sor =
fraternity/sorority members; Others = all non-international, 
non-fraternity/sorority students.
** Literature: Rokeach (1973). Introductory psychology class at
Michigan State University, ages 18-21
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their first choice. Rokeach (1973) indicates, however, that this also 
was the typical first choice for college students ten years ago. The 
top five instrumental values for international students were a desire 
to be honest, responsible, helpful, loving, and forgiving. 
Fraternity/sorority members desire to be honest, loving, responsible, 
ambitious, and independent. "Other" cheaters (non-international and 
non-fraternity/sorority) choose to be honest, responsible, loving, 
ambitious, and self-controlled.
Comparisons of all instrumental values across the three groups 
indicate many similarities and the following distinctions:
(a) international students more highly value being helpful, forgiving 
and logical, and less highly value being ambitious, independent, 
polite, and self-controlled than other groups; (b) fraternity/sorority 
members more highly value being cheerful and polite and less highly 
value being broadminded and self-controlled than other groups;
(c) "other" cheaters more highly value being polite and less highly 
value being courageous.
To summarize, international students differ considerably from the 
other groups of cheaters. They are more concerned about world peace, 
equality, national security, social recognition, being helpful, being 
forgiving, and being logical than the American cheaters. They are 
less concerned about an exciting life, inner harmony, mature love, 
salvation, being ambitious, being independent, being polite, and being 
self-controlled than the American cheaters.
Fraternity/sorority students are more concerned about being 
cheerful and polite than other groups. They are less concerned about 
equality, wisdom, being broadminded and being self-controiled than
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other groups. "Other" cheaters are more typical of the norms provided 
in the literature and differ only in their desire to be polite and 
their lack of concern for being courageous.
Moral Judgment. The level of moral reasoning for this group of 
cheaters was investigated because the review of literature indicated 
that there is a tendency for moral reasoning to be inversely related 
to the incidence of cheating. The P score on the Defining Issues Test 
(Rest, 1979) is a measure of the relative percentage of principled 
responses compared to lower levels of moral judgment. Judgment at the 
higher levels is characterized by an effort to use universal moral 
values and principles apart from identification with any society or 
group. Table 34 displays the means and standard deviations for groups 
of cheaters compared to norms for college students provided in the 
literature.
A visual inspection reveals that all groups of cheaters have a 
lower mean than that typical of college students (42.30), with the 
exception of the 2 international females. Only the 6 sorority members 
(38.87), 2 international females (54.49), and 8 social science/arts 
majors (37.92) are above the lowest mean range for college students 
(37.00). Most of the cheaters fall within one standard-deviation 
below the college mean (29.10), however, with the exception of 
international males (21.99), "other" males (28.23), juniors (28.82), 
students over the age of 24 (22.86), and junior division students 
(25.37) who exhibited scores in the second standard deviation below 
the mean. Cheaters have a mean range between 22 and 39 (excluding the 
two international females whose scores were extremely skewed), which 
is more typical of scores exhibited by high school students. Only one
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Table 34
Means and Standard Deviations of Pretest £ Scores on the Defining
Issues Test for Groups of Cheaters Compared to a. Literature Source
Cheaters n M SD Literature* n M SD
Total 53 31.26 12.07 College 2579 42.3 13.2
Non-Internat. 41 32.48 10.76 U. Georgia 161 24.5 8 . 8
International 12 27.08 15.61
"Greek"** 2 0 36.34 9.36 College Mean Range = 37-46
Others*** 21 28.81 10.92
Male Total 41 29.11 11.59 High Sch.* 581 31.8 13.5
Male Non-Intern. 31 31.39 11.65
Male Internat. 1 0 21.99 8.37 High Sch. Mean Range = 27-36
Male "Greek" 14 35.24 10.57
Male Others 17' 28.23 11.84 All ages* 1080 34.8 16.7
Female Total 12 38.61 11.15
Female Non-Int. 1 0 35.84 6.72
Female Internat. 2 52.49 22.37
Female "Greek" 6 38.89 5.55
Female Others 4 31.25 6.13
Year in School
Freshmen 1 --
Sophomores 16 34.59 14.65
Juniors 17 28.82 9.55
Seniors 19 31.40 11.57
Age
18-19 11 36.37 7.78
2 0 - 2 1 19 31.40 13.06
22-23 16 31.25 13.43
24-above 7 2 2 . 8 6 8.32
Major
Business 14 33.21 10.55
Engineering 18 30.09 11.65
J.D. 9 25.37 1 2 . 6 6
Sciences 4 29.59 1 0 . 2 0
SS/Arts 8 37.92 14.51
* Literature Source: Rest (1979b). High Sch. => High School
population; All ages = ages 15-80
** "Greek" a Fraternity/Sorority Members
*** Others => All non-international, non-fraternity/sorority students
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of the studies supplied by the literature source, conducted at the 
University of Georgia, showed a mean (24.5) typical of the lower 
scores by cheaters.
Locus of Control. According to Rotter (1966), persons who 
perceive that reinforcements are contingent on their own skills and 
abilities are internally controlled. Persons who perceive that 
reinforcements are outside their control and result from luck, fate, 
chance, or the power of others are externally controlled. The review 
of literature revealed that externals cheated more frequently than 
internals and that externals cheated more often in chance conditions, 
whereas internals cheated more often in skill conditions.
Rotter indicated that the mean for college students ranged 
between 7.73 and 9.22. A higher score indicates an external 
orientation, whereas a lower score indicates internal control. Table 
35 indicates that the means for subgroups of cheaters range between 
8.14 and 12.50, somewhat higher than the literature suggests is 
typical (more externally oriented). Rotter (1966) and Lefcourt (1982) 
reveal, however, that scores for males are not unusual but scores for 
females are one to two points higher than is typical. The mean for 
international males is about one point higher than that for the other 
males. Interestingly, the literature shows that mean scores for 
Japanese college students are considerably higher than those for 
American students.
To summarize, all female cheaters exhibit mean scores 
considerably higher than the literature supplied for females. All 
male groups are not unusual or atypical.
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Table 35
Means and Standard Deviations of Pretest Scores on the Rotter I-E
Scale for Groups of Cheaters Compared to Literature Sources
Cheaters n M SD Literature* n M SD
Total 42 9 . 1 2 3.69 College:
Non-Internat. 33 9.06 3.77 R* 1180 8.29 3.97
International 9 9.33 3.57 R* 113 7.73 3.82
"Greek"** 17 9.41 4.42 R* 303 9.22 3.88
Others*** 16 8.69 3.05
Male Total 33 8.48 3.73 Males:
Male Non-Intern. 25 8.24 3.76 R* 575 8.15 3.88
Male Internat. 8 9.25 3.81 R* 134 8.72 5.59
Male "Greek" 11 8.36 4.82 L* 640 9.20 3.48
Male Others 14 8.14 2.85 Japan L* 67 13.45 — — —
Female Total 9 11.44 2.51 Females:
Female Non-Int. 8 11.63 2.62 R* 605 8.42 4.06
Female Internat. 1 — R* 169 9.62 4.07
Female "Greek" 6 11.33 3.01 L* 74 10.38 _ —
Female Others 2 12.50 0.71 Japan L* 41 14.40
* Literature source: R = Rotter (1966); L = Lefcourt (1982).
** "Greek" = fraternity/sorority members
*** Others *» all non-international, non-fraternity/sorority students
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Self-Actualization. Shostrum (1980) designed the Personal 
Orientation Inventory to reflect Maslov*s idealized self-actualized 
person who supposedly lives a more enriched life than the average 
person and is free of inhibitions and emotional turmoil. The time 
competent score reflects the degree to which a "person lives primarily 
in the present with full awareness, contact, and full feeling 
reactivity rather than in the past with guilts, regrets, and 
resentments and/or in the future, with idealized goals, plans, 
expectations, predictions, and fears" (Shostrum, 1980, p. A).
As Table 36 indicates, college students typically show a mean of 
16.3 which is two to five points higher than those demonstrated by the 
cheaters. Male cheaters are not unlike the norms for male college 
students. Although male international students are considerably lower 
than the other males, their score still falls within one standard 
deviation of the mean. The means for female cheaters appear lower 
than those for males, but they still fall within one standard 
deviation of the mean for females, with the exception of the two 
international females. Shostrum would describe all college students 
with these means as non-self-actualized adults.
The score for inner directedness reflects the relative degree 
that "persons are guided by internalized principles and motivations 
rather than as other directed persons who are greatly influenced by 
their peer group or other external forces" (p. A). Shostrum (1980) 
supplied a college norm of 79.2 which would be described as typical of 
non-self-actualized adults. Nevertheless, the means for most groups 
of cheaters exceeded that college mean, except for international males 
and females (see Table 37). Only the international females fell below
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T a b le  36
Means and Standard Deviations of Pretest Time Competence Scores on the
Personal Orientation Inventory for Groups of Cheaters Compared to ja
Literature Source
Cheaters n M SD Literature* n M SD
Total 50 14.32 3.38 College 136 16.3 2 . 8
Non-Internat. 39 14.95 2.77 Self-Act.* 29 18.9 2.5
International 11 12.09 4.44 Normal* 158 17.7 2 . 8
"Greek"** 2 0 14.85 2.64 Non-S-A* 34 15.8 3.6
Others*** 19 15.05 2.97
Male Total 38 14.45 3.50 Males 1254 15.1 2.9
Male Non-Intern. 29 15.10 2.73 150 15.8 2.9
Male Internat. 9 12.33 4.89
Male "Greek" 14 15.14 2.57
Male Others 15 15.07 2.96
Female Total 1 2 13.92 3.06 Females 792 16.2 2.7
Female Non-Int. 1 0 14.50 2.99
Female Internat. 2 1 1 . 0 0 1.41
Female "Greek" 6 14.16 2.93
Female Others 4 15.00 3.46
* Literature source: Shostrum (1974). Self-Act. = Self-Actualizing
Adults; Normal = Normal Adults; Non-S-A = Non-Self-Actualizing Adults. 
All other scores pertain to college groups.
** ''Greek" » fraternity/sorority members
*** Others = all non-international, non-fraternity/sorority students
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Table 37
Means and Standard Deviations of Pretest Inner Directed Scores on the
Personal Orientation Inventory for Groups of Cheaters Compared to £ 
Literature Source
Cheaters n M SD Literature* n M SD
Total 50 79.48 10.80 College 136 79.2 9.7
Non-Internat. 39 82.15 9.47 Self-Act.* 29 92.9 11.5
International 11 70.00 1 0 . 2 2 Normal* 158 87.2 13.6
"Greek"** 2 0 81.05 8.13 Non-S-A* 34 75.8 16.8
Others*** 19 83.32 10.81
Male Total 38 79.21 11.07 Males 1254 75.6 8.9
Male Non-Intern. 29 81.66 10.08 150 79.9 9.4
Male Internat. 9 71.33 10.93 -
Male "Greek" 14 81.07 8.38
Male Others 15 82.20 11.72
Female Total 1 2 80.33 10.33 Females 792 76.0 9.7
Female Non-Int. 1 0 83.600 7.71
Female Internat. 2 64.00 0 . 0 0
Female "Greek" 6 81.00 8.27
Female Others 4 87.50 5.51
* Literature source: Shostrum (1974). Self-Act. « Self-Actualizing
Adults; Normal = Normal Adults; Non-S-A = Non-Self-Actualizing Adults. 
All other scores pertain to college populations.
** "Greek" «* fraternity/sorority members
*** Others <= all non-international, non-fraternity/sorority students
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the one standard deviation mark (66.3). The "other” cheaters 
(non-international and non-fraternity) achieved the highest mean 
scores of all research groups for both males and females. Their 
scores fall into the "normal” adult range as labeled by Shostrum.
Developmental Tasks. Observation of cheaters1 behaviors 
indicated that many were lacking appropriate coping skills for dealing 
with the social and environmental challenges they were facing. 
Therefore, it was believed important to ascertain how they rated on 
three developmental tasks typical of those most college students face. 
The three task scores for the Student Developmental Task Inventory 
(Winston, Miller, & Prince, 1979) are displayed in Table 38.
Task 1, Developing Autonomy, reflects emotional independence, 
instrumental independence or self-sufficiency, and interdependence.
The cheaters have lower scores than those of college students 
presented in the literature, but most are within one standard 
deviation of the mean. Only the juniors (25.39) approach that 
delimitation (25.00).
Task 2, Developing Purpose, reflects the formulation of 
appropriate educational, career, and life-style plans. Again, the 
cheaters exhibit lower scores than those of college students in the 
literature, but all groups, except the students 22-23 years of age, 
exceed the one standard deviation below the mean mark. That age group 
was nearly 2 points below that point (26.67). The means for Task 3, 
Developing Mature Interpersonal Relationships, were closer to those of 
other college students than the other tasks, evincing no greater than 
a 1.9 point difference.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
180
Table 38
Means and Standard Deviations of Three Task Scores on the Student
Development Task Inventory for Groups of Cheaters Compared to a
Literature Source
SDTI-2 Tasks 
Autonomy Purpose Interpersonal
Group n Cheat. Lit.* Cheat. Lit.* Cheat. Lit.*
Total group 55 M
SD
26.44
5.39
27.18
7.90
28.62
4.56
Males 43 M
SD
26.21
5.65
28.78
7.05
27.37
8.29
29.50
8.53
28.42
5.70
28.91
5.44
Females 12 M
SD
27.25
4.49
29.12
6.61
26.50
6.59
30.24
7.37
29.33
4.64
30.89
5.49
International 13 M
SD
25.31
4.96
24.77
8.89
27.54
5.03
Non-Internat. 42 M
SD
26.79
5.54
27.93
7.53
28.95
5.60
Freshmen 1 M
SD _-
27.30
6 . 8 6
27.92
7.56 ____
30.08
5.77
Sophomores 16 M
SD
24.38
4.99
28.74
6 . 6 8
24.94
7.99
29.91
7.40
27.88
6.32
29.79
5.43
Juniors 18 M
SD
25.39
5.52
30.87
5.87
28.00
8.69
31.07
7.69
28.28
5.26
30.50
5.36
Seniors 2 0 M
SD
29.00
4.93
32.04
5.42
27.95
7.23
34.03
8.23
29.65
5.14
29.83
5.69
Age 18-19 11 M
SD
24.00
4.79
27.59
5.57
27.55
7.18
28.55
6.42
30.55
5.41
30.93
5.12
Age 20-21 2 0 M
SD
27.10
3.52
28.64
6.46
27.65
7.33
30.22
8.52
26.90
5.16
28.80
■5.37'
Age 22-23 17 M
SD
27.12
5.99
30.87
4.87
24.94
8.74
32.69
6.60
28.47
5.32
29.22
4.16
Age 24-above 7 M
SD
26.71
8.67
30.71
8.52
30.86
6 . 1 2
* Literature source: Winston, Miller, & Prince (1979). N *= 234.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
181
Study Habits and Attitudes. The norms for the Survey of Study 
Habits and Attitudes (Brown & Holtzman, 1967) were derived from 
first-semester freshmen at 9 different colleges and, therefore, do not 
include scores for older college students. The test was designed to 
identify students whose study habits and attitudes are different from 
those of students who earn high grades.
As is evident in Table 39, cheaters1 scores for study habits 
range between 38 and 42 which fall at the 30th percentile and 
well-below the mean of 50.10 for college freshmen. All scores fall 
within one standard deviation below the mean. International students 
exhibit the lowest scores compared to other groups of cheaters. 
Cheaters1 scores for study attitudes are at the 20th percentile but 
are within one standard deviation below the mean for college freshmen. 
International students, however, fall below that mark and are noted at 
the 1 0th percentile.
The mean Study Orientation scores, overall representations of 
both habits and attitudes, range between 90 and 94 (the 25th 
percentile) for all non-international students. International 
students fall at the 15th percentile, well-below the cut-off of 84.5 
for one standard deviation below the mean.
Ob jective (>
To determine the extent of change in values orientation, moral 
reasoning, locus of control, and self-actualization of identified 
cheaters upon completion of the educational intervention program at 
LSU.
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Table 39
Means and Standard Deviations of Three Scores on the Survey of Study
Habits and Attitudes for Groups of Cheaters Compared to £  Literature
Source
Groups n
Habits
SSHA Scores 
Attitudes Orientation
Cheat. Lit.* Cheat. Lit.* Cheat. Lit.*
Total 48 M 41.58 50.10 50.25 64.10 91.83 114.20
SD 14.74 17.50 13.28 14.80 25.34 29.70
Males 35 M 42.06 50.26 92.31
SD 14.45 13.52 26.14
Females 13 M 40.31 50.23 90.54
SD 16.03 13.15 23.99
International 9 M 38.44 44.22 82.67
SD 17.46 14.91 31.26
Non-Internat. 39 M 42.31 51.64 93.95
SD 14.20 1 2 . 6 8 23.75
* Literature source: Brown & Holtzman (1967). N = 3054 freshmen
from 9 different colleges.
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Values. The Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test showed that 
most of the terminal values on the Rokeach Value Survey did not 
significantly change from the pretest to the posttest. The following 
changes in rank are statistically significant: (a) fraternity/
sorority members placed "social recognition" at a significantly lower 
rank on the posttest than on the pretest (j) < .0 1 ); (b) international 
students moved "inner harmony" to a higher position on the posttest 
(£ < .0 2 ); (c) "other" cheaters (non-fraternity/sorority and 
non-international) moved "happiness" (j> < .05), "pleasure" (ja < .02), 
and "national security" (j) < .05) to higher positions than was evident 
on the pretest.
Similarly, most instrumental values did not show a statistically 
significant change in rank. Only the following changes are 
significant: (a) fraternity/sorority members dropped "polite"
(£ < .10) and "obedient" (£ < .05) to lower positions;
(b) international students moved "independent" (£ < .1 0 ) and 
"obedient" (j) < .05) to higher ranks; (c) "other" cheaters placed 
"cheerful" (£ < .1 0 ) and "clean" (£ < .1 0) at higher positions.
Tables A0 through 42 supply the composite pretest and posttest ranks 
and the Wilcoxon T values for each rank.
Moral Reasoning. The related samples jt test yielded no 
significant differences between pretests and posttests on the Defining 
Issues Test for subgroups of cheaters in the intervention program 
(£ > .05). The means, standard deviations, and jt values are presented 
in Table 43.
Locus of Control. The results of the related samples £ test 
reveal no significant pretest-posttest differences on the Rotter I-E
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Table 40
Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Tests of Rokeach Terminal and
Instrumental Values for Fraternity/Sorority Cheaters (n = 22)
Rank Pretest Values Rank Posttest Values
Wilcoxon 
T value
Terminal Values
1 Happiness 1 Happiness 125.5
2 Self-Respect 2 Self-Respect 98
3 Freedom 3 Inner Harmony 86.5
4 True Friendship 4 True Friendship 118
5 Family Security 5 Freedom 1 0 0
6 Inner Harmony 6 Family Security 124
7 Sense of Accomp. 7 Comfortable Life 131
8 Comfortable Life 8 Wisdom 82
9 Mature Love 9.5 Sense of Accomp. 133
1 0 World at Peace 9.5 Mature Love 105
1 1 Exciting Life 1 1 Pleasure 110.5
1 2 Wisdom 1 2 World at Peace 136
13 Salvation 13 Salvation 117.5
14 Pleasure 14 Exciting Life 131.5
15 Social Recognition 15 National Security 127.5
16 National Security 16 Equality 88.5
17 World Beauty 17 Social Recognition 65.5**
18 Equality 18 World Beauty 81.5
Instrumental Values
1 Honest 1 Loving 98
2 Loving 2 Honest 132.5
3 Responsible 3 Responsible 98.5
4 Ambitious 4 Helpful 88.5
5 Independent 5 Independent 123.5
6 Cheerful 6 Ambitious 117.5
7 Polite 8 Capable 120.5
8 Courageous 8 Forgiving 118
9 Capable 8 Self-Controlled 117
1 0 Helpful 1 0 Cheerful 1 2 2
11 Forgiving 1 1 Courageous 129.5
12.5 Self-Controlled 1 2 Broadminded 129.5
12.5 Intellectual 13 Logical 113
14 Broadminded 14 Polite 7 4 **
15 Logical 15 Intellectual 107
16 Obedient 16 Clean 84
17 Imaginative 17 Imaginative 112.5
18 Clean 18 Obedient 62.5*
* 2  < .05, two-tailed ** £ < .10, two-tailed
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Table 41
Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Tests of Rokeach Terminal and 
Instrumental Values for International Cheaters (n = 13)
Wilcoxon
Rank Pretest Values Rank Posttest Values T value
Terminal Values
1 Freedom 1 Freedom 33.5
2 Happiness 2 Happiness 43
3 World Peace 3 Self-Respect 33.5
4 True Friendship 4 Equality 33
5 Family Security 5 Family Security 41.5
6.5 Equality 6 World Peace 36.5
6.5 Self-Respect 7 True Friendship 32.5
8 Wisdom 8 Wisdom 42.5
9 Comfortable Life 9 Mature Love 27.5
1 0 National Security 1 0 Inner Harmony 1 2 *
11 Sense of Accomp. 11 Sense of Accomp. 41.5
12 Social Recognition 12.5 Comfortable Life 28.5
13 Mature Love 12.5 Social Recognition 42
14 Pleasure 14 National Security 33.5
15 Inner Harmony 15 Salvation 34
16 Exciting Life 16 Pleasure 36.5
17.5 Salvation 17 Exciting Life 35
17.5 World Beauty 18 World Beauty 40
Instrumental Values
1 Honest 1 Honest 29
2 Responsible 2 Responsible 44
3 Helpful 3 Independent 18.5***
4 Loving 4 Helpful 34.5
5 Forgiving 5 Self-Controlled 44.5
6 Couragoues 6 Loving 39.5
7.5 Capable 7 Intellectual 33.5
7.5 Logical 8 Broadminded 43
9 Broadminded 9 Capable 41.5
1 0 Independent 1 0 Forgiving 34
11 Ambitious 11 Logical 37
1 2 Self-Controlled 1 2 Polite 36.5
13 Polite 13 Obedient 13.5**
14 Intellectual 14 Ambitious 26
15 Cheerful 15 Clean 41.5
16 Clean 16 Courageous 21.5
17 Imaginative 17 Imaginative 34
18 Obedient 18 Cheerful 33
* £ < .02 ** £ < .05 *** 2  < . 1 0  (all two-tailed)
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Table 42
Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Tests of Rokeach Terminal and
Instrumental Values for Other Cheaters (n «= 28)
Rank Pretest Values Rank Posttest Values
Wilcoxon 
T value
Terminal Values
1 Freedom 1 Happiness 108.5**
2 Self-Respect 2 Freedom 198.5
3 True Friendship 3 Self-Respect 201.5
4 Happiness 4 True Friendship 177.5
5 Family Security 5 Family Security 2 0 0
6 Inner Harmony 6 Mature Love 178.5
7 Wisdom 7 Inner Harmony 185.5
8 Mature Love 8 Sense of Accomp. 193.5
9 Sense of Accomp. 9 World Peace 169.5
1 0 Comfortable Life 1 0 Comfortable Life 194
11 World Peace 11 Exciting Life 142.5
1 2 Equality 1 2 Wisdom 145.5
13 Exciting Life 13 Pleasure 91.5*
14 Salvation 14 Equality 165.5
15 Social Recognition 15 Salvation 174
16 Pleasure 16 National Security 114.5**
17.5 National Security 17 Social Recognition 124
17.5 World Beauty 18 World Beauty 182.5
Instrumental Values
1 Honest 1 Honest 155.5
2 Responsible 2 Loving 177
3 Loving 3 Responsible 0
4 Ambitious 4 Ambitious 152
5 Self-Controlled 5 Forgiving 182
6 Independent 6 Self-Controlled 179.5
8 Forgiving 7 Independent 165
8 Broadminded 8 Broadminded 198.5
8 Polite 9 Helpful 198
10.5 Helpful 1 0 Cheerful 127 ***
10.5 Intellectual 11 Intellectual 196.5
1 2 Capable 1 2 Capable 198
13 Courageous 13 Polite 154
14 Cheerful 14 Courageous 181
15 Logical 15 Logical 190.5
16 Imaginative 16 Clean 125.5***
17 Obedient 17 Obedient 196.5
18 Clean 18 Imaginative 193
* 2. < ** £ < .05 *** _£ < .10 (all two-tailed)
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Table 43
t Tests for Pre and Post JP Scores on the Defining Issues Test for
Groups of Cheaters
DIT Pretest DIT Posttest
Group n M SD M SD t*
Total 53 31.26 12.07 33.35 12.99 1.34
Males 41 29.10 11.59 31.89 12.73 1.65
Females 1 2 38.61 11.15 38.33 13.26 -0.07
International 12 27.08 15.61 25.94 10.44 -0.25
Frat/Sor** 2 0 36.34 9.36 39.43 13.74 1.31
Others** 21 28.81 10.92 31.79 11.33 1.49
Freshmen 1
Sophomores 16 34.59 14.65 34.19 14.07 -0 . 1 1
Juniors 17 28.82 9.55 32.63 12.49 1.29
Seniors 19 31.40 11.57 34.26 12.84 1.71
Age 18-19 11 36.37 7.78 35.76 12.09 -0.18
Age 20-21 19 31.40 13.06 33.14 14.82 0.53
Age 22-23 16 31.25 13.43 33.83 12.98 1.15
Age 24-above 7 2 2 . 8 6 8.32 29.04 10.49 2 . 0 2
* All _t values are not significant, j) > .05.
** Frat/Sor «* fraternity/sorority members; others « all 
non-international, non-fraternity/sorority members
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
188
Scale for subgroups of cheaters (£ > .05). Statistical data are 
furnished in. Table 44.
Self-Actualization. The related samples £  test did not produce 
significant differences (£ > .05) between pretests and posttests on 
the time competence score of the Personal Orientation Inventory (see 
Table 45). Two significant differences are noted, however, for the 
inner directed score of the Personal Orientation Inventory. As Table 
46 indicates, all males evidenced a significant increase (j> < .05) 
which, in turn, produced a significant increase for the total group 
(j) < .011). Females, international students, fraternity/sorority 
students, and "other" cheaters did not show a significant change in 
inner directedness (j) > .05).
Ob jective 7.
To summarize identified cheaters* evaluations of the educational 
intervention program.
Results of the students’ program evaluations reveal several 
important central themes. The questions deliberately were designed to 
be open-ended and subjective in nature so that students could offer 
personal reactions uninhibited by a multiple-choice format. It was 
believed that the results so gathered would represent more accurately 
the students' true feelings and, thus, would prove to be more useful 
as an assessment tool for making future program modifications.
Because the resultant data were not easily quantifiable in their 
original form, it was necessary to summarize the students' responses 
in a format that would reveal a collective interpretation. As such, 
many of the categories of responses for each question have been
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Table AA
t Tests for Pre and Post Scores on the Rotter I-E Scale for Groups of
Cheaters
Groups n
I - E Pretest I - E Posttest
M SD M SD t*
Total A2 9.11 3.69 8 .AO 3.93 -1.13
Males 33 8 .A8 3.73 7.97 A.05 -0.69
Females 9 11.AA 2.51 1 0 . 0 0 3.12 -1.32
International 9 9.33 3.57 8 . 2 2 3.A2 -0.87
Frat/Sor** 17 9.A1 A.A2 8.29 3.A2 -1.27
Others** 16 8.69 3.05 8.63 A.83 -0.05
* All t_ values are not significant, £  > *05.
** Frat/Sor = fraternity/sorority members; others *» all 
non-international, non-fraternity/sorority students
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Table 45
t Tests for Pre and Post Time Competence Scores on the Personal
Orientation Inventory for Groups of Cheaters
TC Pretests TC Posttests
Groups n M SD M SD t*
Total 50 14.32 3.38 14.74 3.00 1 . 0 1
Males 38 14.45 3.5 14.74 3.14 0.58
Females 1 2 13.92 3.06 14.75 2.63 1.16
International 11 12.09 4.44 13.64 3.88 2.05
Frat/Sor** 2 0 14.85 2.64 14.25 2.07 -0.96
Others** 19 15.05 2.97 15.89 3,03 1.18
* All _t values are not significant, jj > .05.
** Frat/Sor = fraternity/sorority members; others » all 
non-international, non-fraternity/sorority students
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Table 46
t. Tests for Pre and Post Inner Directed Scores on the Personal 
Orientation Inventory for Groups of Cheaters
Groups n
I Pretests 
M SD
I Posttests 
M SD t_
Total 50 79.48 10.80 82.60 13.05 2.65*
Males 38 79.21 11.07 82.71 13.29 2.38**
Females 1 2 80.33 10.33 82.25 12.81 1 . 2 0
International 1 1 70.00 1 0 . 2 2 73.09 13.04 1.64
Frat/Sor*** 2 0 81.05 8.13 83.95 12.78 1 . 6 8
Others*** 19 83.32 10.81 8 6 . 6 8 11.04 1.44
* Significant difference, jj < .011
** Significant difference, j> < .05
*** Frat/Sor = fraternity/sorority members; others = all 
non-international, non-fraternity/sorority students
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restated and are not worded as the students originally wrote them. It 
is believed, however, that the restatements are accurate portrayals of 
their original intent.
The evaluation format changed somewhat each semester due to the 
varying number of participants and the perceived need to make 
particular modifications in specific lesson plans for the succeeding 
programs. Therefore, only those questions that appeared in all four 
of the questionnaires and that reflect concerns about the total 
program are reported herein. Because students could offer more than 
one response for each question, percentages do not reflect the 
proportion of students who so responded, but rather the proportion of 
total responses categorized together.
The evaluations indicate that students held favorable attitudes 
about the experience, although they were not expecting to at the onset 
of the program (see Question 1). The initial disciplinary session 
which led to their placement in the program left them feeling relieved 
to be allowed to remain in college (44% of responses) but embarrassed, 
frightened, and confused about what they were about to experience 
(35%), Some students (20% of responses) entered the program feeling 
resentful and angry, although those feelings did not appear to be 
sustained throughout the duration of the program.
Almost a third of the students initially believed the program was 
designed to punish them and nearly another third had no preconceived 
idea as to what the program goal was (see Question 2). The other 
third expected to face difficult work, a moralizing teacher, and 
fellow enrollees with whom they could not relate.
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Almost all of the students eventually discovered, however, that 
the program was enjoyable and would lead them to self-knowledge 
through a broad range of topics (see Question 3). Students accurately 
perceived that the program was designed to help them develop new 
perspectives about ethical issues (27% of responses) and provide them 
with opportunities for self-evaluation and behavior change (27% of 
responses). (See Question 4.) Almost one-fourth of the responses 
indicate a recognition that the University was offering them another 
chance to prove their worth as community members. Nearly 12% of the 
responses illustrate that another perceived goal was to teach skills 
to remedy demonstrated weaknesses.
Approximately two-thirds of the responses indicate that the 
required assignments were perceived as helpful, either for 
content-assimilation or self-analysis (see Question 6). Other 
students believed the assignments were planned to encourage their 
serious cooperation in the non-credit course or to structure the 
learning of new skills. Only one student commented that the singular 
reason was for the researcher to find out more about cheaters.
When requested to express how the class had helped them, most 
students (37.96% of responses) said it had encouraged them to look at 
themselves in new ways (see Question 7). Nearly 40% of the responses 
commented on either the acquisition of new skills or new analytical 
processes. Interestingly, nine respondents commented on their 
developing self-confidence and improved self-esteem.
Nearly one-fourth benefitted most from the self-evaluation 
activities, which included personality assessments, 
cognitive-restructuring, and self-disclosure (see Question 8).
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Another fourth focused on the value of learning study skills. 
Procrastination, time management, and decision-making each were 
mentioned by at least 11% of the total. Values clarification 
activities, including ethical reasoning, was listed by only eight 
students, but it may be assumed that some students might have 
categorized them with the self-evaluation activities. Nevertheless, 
values development clearly was less important to these students than 
skill development.
Responses as to the least beneficial topics were widely varied, 
leading to the conclusion that most activities offered something of 
worth to many of the students (see Question 9). Not surprisingly, 
nearly 15% of the responses focused on their dislike for theory in 
preference for practical information that might be put to immediate 
use. An additional 15% of the comments revealed that the test-taking 
(for research measurement purposes) was too extensive and tiring, 
although most believed that those tests for which they received the 
results provided them with useful information. (Note: All students
were invited to make an appointment after the final class to discuss 
posttest results, but only one student chose to do so.)
Students enjoyed those activities that focused on self-awareness 
(27.36%), but also appreciated learning that specific behaviors do not 
characterize their personalities unless consistently repeated (see 
Question 10). They were pleased to learn new techniques for solving 
problems so that they might act in accordance with their beliefs.
As expected, the students enjoyed communicating with the other 
participants, learning in the process how their values and coping 
mechanisms differed (see Question 11). The opportunity for cognitive
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dissonance and behavior change was heightened, especially in the 
larger classes. Many students were particularly relieved to learn 
that their problems were not unusual and that they could offer help as 
well as receive it.
Most respondents (75.86%) believed that the amount of homework 
was reasonable, although several international students felt 
overburdened by the reading and writing expectations (see Question 
12). Other students who believed there was too much work were 
carrying heavy courseloads for the semester, although they had been 
previously warned that the program would require "two-credits-worth" 
of effort. Interestingly, two students felt they "got off too easily."
Those students who desired a change in class format would prefer 
more group discussion, a limitation on the class size (a problem only 
for the Spring 1984 class in which the enrollment was too high), and a 
new "textbook" (see Question 13). Other suggestions were varied, 
leading to the interpretation that the class format generally was 
acceptable to most students with minor preferences.
An overwhelming majority of students (92.31%) believe the course 
is a viable and useful alternative to suspension (see Question 5).
The five students who said "no" explained either that some students 
should be screened out because they did not approach the class with a 
positive attitude or that the requirements of community service and an 
F grade are sufficient punishment for cheating.
It should be pointed out that the participants offered the same 
solutions to the problem of cheating on campus as the review of 
literature revealed: (a) use multiple forms of exams, (b) reduce the
use of objective scoring sheets, (c) increase the number of proctors,
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and (d) increase community awareness of University policies and the 
consequences of cheating (see Question 14).
Following is the summary of student evaluations which are ranked 
by frequency of mention.
Question 1: What were your first feelings about the 
administrative decision that placed you in this 
program?
Responses (Spring 1984 program: n = 35) n %
Relieved to remain in college; thankful for 
a second chance 44 44.44
Ashamed, frightened, confused 35 35.35
Angry (penalty too harsh; I got caught, 
others didn't) 20 20.20
Total: 99 99.99
Question 2: What did you expect from the class 
began?
before it
Responses (Spring 1984 program; n = 35) in %
To be condemned and punished 21 30.00
I didn't know what to expect 19 27.14
The work would be more difficult that it 
was 10 14.28
To hear moralizing about why we shouldn't 
cheat 8 11.43
Other enrollees would be very different 
from me 5 7.14
Miscellaneous (to feel like a guinea pig; 
a philosophy course on ethics; to be easier 
than it was) 7 10.00
Total: 70 99.99
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Question 3^: How was the class similar or different from your
initial expectations?
Responses (Spring 1984 program: n = 35) £ 1
Learned more about myself than I expected 29 36.25
Didn't expect breadth of topics 26 32.50
It was enjoyable, not boring 14 17.50
Didn't expect University to care about me 7 8.75
Didn't expect other enrollees to be as much 
like me as they were 4 5.00
Total: 80 100.00
Question 4: What do you think was the purpose in offering 
the class?
Responses (Spring 1984 program: n = 35) 11 %
To provide students with new perspectives 
on honesty and morality 17 27.42
To provide students with an opportunity for 
self-understanding and self-evaluation 17 27.42
To provide students with a second chance to 
stay in college 14 22.58
To teach skills believed to be lacking 7 11.29
Miscellaneous (punishment; understand why 
students cheat; the University felt 
obligated because it created the environment 
for cheating) 7 11.29
Total: 62 100.00
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Question J5: Should this course continue to be offered in the
future?
Responses (all four semesters; £ « 65) jn
Yes
(course provides second chance; a good 
alternative to staying home; helps 
students understand themselves; helps 
students understand seriousness of 
cheating; the University is a friend) 60
No
(some students should be screened out; 
community service and an F is enough 
punishment)
Total; 65
Question (>: What was the purpose of the required
assignments?
Responses (Spring 1984 program; n « 35) n.
To help us understand the class
content 19
To help us understand ourselves better 19
To force us to take the class seriously 10
To teach us skills 9
To find out more about cheaters _1
Total; 58
%
92.31
7.69
100.00
%
32.76
32.76 
17.24 
15.52
1.72
100.00
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Question 7: How has this class been helpful to you?
Responses (all four semesters: n = 65) jn %
Encouraged me to look at myself in new 
ways 41 37.96
Taught me new skills 21 19.44
Helped me to consider consequences of my 
actions 20 18.52
Improved my self-confidence, self-esteem 9 8.33
Helped me to be serious about college 5 4.63
Total: 108 99.99
Question 8: What topic in this course was most 
to you?
beneficial
Responses (all four semesters: n a 65) n_ 1
Self-evaluation activities 24 24.74
Study skills 24 2 k . Ik
Overcoming procrastination 19 19.59
Time-management, organization activities 11 11.34
Decision-making, problem-solving activities 11 11.34
Values clarification 8 8.25
Total: 97 100.00
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Question j): What topic of this course was least beneficial
to you?
Responses (all four semesters: n *» 65) n_ %
Theoretical concepts 9 14.75
Taking the tests (too long but results 
interesting) 9 14.75
Textbook (boring; difficult reading) 6 9.84
None; all topics beneficial 5 8.19
Films (confusing, boring, long) 5 8.19
Study skills (already knew how to study) 5 8.19
Research paper (difficult, boring, time 
consuming) 4 6.56
Motivation 3 4.92
Guest speakers (didn't know or understand 
us) 3 4.92
Logging our study time (boring; I often 
forgot to do it) 3 4.92
Miscellaneous (decision-making, time 
management, problem solving, self disclosure) 5 8.19
Total: 61 99.99
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Question 10: What did you learn about yourself as
this course?
Responses (all four semesters; £ ■ 65) £
About my values, personality, strengths 29
Why I procrastinate 26
I am not a bad person, although I made 
a mistake 17
I can think logically, consider 
consequences, find alternatives 11
My cheating behavior was wrong 10
Miscellaneous (I needed study skills;
I have faults; I learned nothing new)
Total: 106
Question 11: What did you learn about other people
result of this course?
Responses (all four semesters; £ » 65) £
Other students have similar problems 49
Other students solve their problems 
differently 9
Bad actions do not make the total
person bad 6
Other students have different values and 
experiences 5
Miscellaneous (University officials are
here to help us; why my parents are
different from me; I learned nothing new) 5_
Total: 74
a result of
1
27.36
24.53
16.03
10.38
9.43
12.26
99.99
as a
%
66.22
12.16
8.11
6.76
6.76 
100.00
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Question 12: Did this course require more effort from you
than it was worth?
Responses (all four semesters; 11 *» 65) n. %
No, it was a reasonable amount 44 75.86
Yes, it was too much work; homework
conflicted with my other classes 12 20,69
No, I think we should have been required
to do more 2 3.45
Total: 58 100.00
Question 13: If you had an opportunity to redesign this
course, what would you change?
Responses (Spring 1984 program; n = 35) n_ _%
More group discussion 11 22.00
Nothing; no changes needed 10 20.00
Limit class size to 20 students 7 14.00
Change textbook 7 14.00
Less homework 4 8.00
Miscellaneous (explain all tests; eliminate 
films; change class hours; change name; 
reduce number of sessions; invite more 
guest speakers; eliminate community service 
requirement) 22.00
Total: 50 100.00
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Question 14: What should the University do to reduce
cheating by students?
Responses (two programs; in <=> 43)
Use multiple forms of exams; reduce use of 
computerized scoring sheets
Increase number of proctors
Increase awareness of University policy 
through publicity, leaflets, class 
discussions, etc.
The University is doing all it can do
Improve student/teacher relationships
Miscellaneous (show student ID card; give 
introductory course to all freshmen; don't 
know)
Total:
n %
20 33.33
13 21.67
10 16.67
7 11.67
7 11.67
3 5.00
60 100.00
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary
A review of literature revealed that American colleges and 
universities are attempting to determine appropriate ways of dealing 
with the large number of disciplinary incidences that are associated 
with academic dishonesty. One of the newer approaches to discipline, 
encouraged by the college student development movement, is the use of 
educational intervention to enhance the moral and emotional maturity 
of students, rather than dispensing punishment only. Additionally, 
the literature indicated that many cheaters exhibit behaviors that 
imply the need for counseling and behavioral restructuring: a need
for achievement, need for approval, fear of failure, low self-esteem, 
test anxiety, external locus of control, immature moral reasoning, 
poor study habits, poor time management, procrastination, and/or a 
lack of autonomy. Although no previous educational intervention 
program designed especially for academic cheaters was disclosed, it 
was revealed that such an approach can improve the types of 
maladaptive behaviors that are demonstrated by cheaters. Therefore, 
Louisiana State University initiated a two-year experimental program 
designed to change the behavior of students who were involved in acts 
of academic dishonesty.
The population consisted of a total of 68 students who had been 
found guilty of academic dishonesty as defined in the University’s 
Code of Student Conduct during the semesters of Spring 1983, Fall 
1983, Spring 1984, and Fall 1984. The educational intervention
204
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program, consisting of a weekly two-hour class which met for twelve 
weeks, was repeated during each of the aforementioned semesters.
Topics included in the curriculum were values clarification, ethical 
reasoning, student development, locus of control, personality 
assessment, problem-solving, study skills, time management, and 
procrastination.
The purpose of this study was fourfold: (a) to describe the
characteristics of cheaters who participated in an educational 
intervention program at Louisiana State University, (b) to describe 
the psychosocial and environmental factors that were perceived by 
identified students as influencing their decisions to cheat, (c) to 
determine the extent of change in selected psychological measurements 
of identified cheaters upon completion of the educational intervention 
program, and (d) to describe cheaters' summative evaluation responses 
to the educational intervention program. The ultimate goal was to 
disseminate the research results to the university community so that 
appropriate policy decisions might be made.
Seven research objectives evolved from the statement of purpose:
1. To describe the demographic characteristics of cheaters who 
participated in the educational intervention programs at LSU;
2. To describe the demographic similarities and differences 
between identified cheaters and the rest of the undergraduate 
population at LSU;
3. To describe the demographic similarities and differences 
between identified cheaters at LSU and cheaters from other 
universities as profiled in the literature;
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4. To delimit specific psychosocial and environmental factors 
that were perceived by cheaters as having influenced their decisions 
to cheat;
5. To describe similarities and differences between identified 
cheaters at LSU and college student norms provided in the literature 
with respect to values orientation, moral reasoning, locus of control, 
self-actualization, study orientation, and student task development;
6. To determine the extent of change in values orientation, 
moral reasoning, locus of control, and self-actualization of 
identified cheaters upon completion of the educational intervention 
program at LSU;
7. To summarize identified cheaters’ evaluations of the 
educational intervention program.
Results of Objective
An analysis of frequencies and percentages disclosed that most of 
the 68 cheaters were male, ages 20-23, and sophomores through seniors. 
Nearly a third were fraternity/sorority members and almost a fourth 
were international students. Nearly a third of the cheaters were 
engineering majors, a fourth were business majors, about 20% were in 
the social sciences/arts, 16% were in the junior division, and 10% 
were in the sciences. Most of the fraternity/sorority students 
majored in business, while most of the international students majored 
in engineering. Most of the business majors cheated in quantitative 
courses, but the engineering students cheated in courses in their 
major. Junior division and social science/arts majors cheated about 
equally in math and English courses.
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Most of the cheaters were considered in good academic standing by 
the University since only 16% were on scholastic probation. Only 2 
students were dropped by the University the following semester for 
scholastic reasons. Cheaters exhibited a mean composite ACT score of 
19.32. Students who self-selected not to enroll in college the 
following semester had the lowest ACT mean score (16.60). The second 
lowest ACT (17.AO) was exhibited by students on scholastic probation. 
The mean GPA for all cheaters was 2.29, with international students 
exhibiting a lower GPA than fraternity/sorority or "other" students. 
Students over the age of 2A, students in junior division, and those 
not enrolled the following semester had the lowest scores. Business 
majors and sorority members had the highest GPAs.
Almost 60% of the cheaters were involved in independent cheating 
and A0% were considered social cheaters. Most independent cheaters 
were in engineering or math classes who copied from other students’ 
tests or plagiarized from books. Most social cheaters were in math or 
social science/arts classes and used unauthorized materials during a 
test or plagiarized other students' term papers.
Results of Ob jective _2
Single sample chi-square tests were employed to compare the 
observed frequencies of cheaters with the expected frequencies 
determined from percentages of all undergraduates averaged over the 
four semesters. Significant differences in frequencies between 
cheaters and all undergraduates were noted for sex, age, year in 
school, academic major, international students, and 
fraternity/sorority members. Among the cheaters, there were more 
males, more students between the ages of 20-23, more sophomores
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through seniors, and more business and engineering students than are 
typical of the undergraduate population. Additionally, there were 
more international students and more fraternity/sorority students than 
are typical of the undergraduate population. Although the numbers 
were too small to employ the chi-square test, there was a smaller 
percentage of black American cheaters and an equal percentage of 
married cheaters as compared to all undergraduates.
The mean GPA for cheaters was 2.29, compared to 2.59 for the 
undergraduate population. Most groups of cheaters had lower GPAs than 
relative groups of undergraduates, with the exceptions of junior 
division and business majors who showed GPAs similar to their 
comparative groups. Since there were only 3 freshmen, their higher 
GPA could not be compared with all freshmen. The mean ACT (19.32) was 
nearly one point lower than that of all undergraduates (20.29).
Results of Objective
The analysis of frequencies and percentages of cheaters in the 
intervention program compared to those profiled in the literature 
revealed that the presence of a large group of males is in accordance 
with about half of the research. Similarly, there is considerable 
research agreeing with the greater percentage of cheaters identified 
after the freshman year which does not significantly increase or 
decrease after that point. No studies were identified that compared 
cheaters over the age of 24 with younger undergraduates, so it is 
unknown how typical this group is for that variable. The results of 
this study agree with the research which shows that cheaters have 
lower academic achievement and intelligence than non-cheaters. It 
should be reiterated, however, that there is considerable previous
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research where no relationship was found between intelligence or 
academic achievement and the incidence of cheating. Additionally, it 
is unknown whether the differences between mean ACTs and GPAs for 
cheaters and all undergraduates in this study reach statistical 
significance.
There is some research that confirms a finding of this study that 
more cheating is revealed for engineering and business majors than for 
comparison groups, but those studies do not provide conclusive 
evidence since each study used differing research units. The results 
of this study do confirm, however, the findings of many studies 
regarding the high incidence of cheating by fraternity/sorority 
members.
Results of Objective h_
Results indicate that different groups of cheaters attribute 
their cheating to different psychosocial factors. Fraternity members 
stated they were influenced by parental expectations of high grades, a 
fear of failure, competition for grades, the task importance, and a 
desire to raise their GPAs. Male international students and "other" 
males (non-international and non-fraternity) expressed four similar 
reasons, although the order differed somewhat: poor study habits,
insufficient study time, a fear of failure, and procrastination. Male 
international students also mentioned that social activities 
interfered with their studies, they desired to graduate on time, and 
they had poor study habits. "Other" males additionally mentioned poor 
time management habits.
Sorority members selected three items in common with fraternity 
members: fear of failure, parental expectations of high grades, and
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task importance. Sorority members added four different influences: 
test anxiety, lack of self-confidence, low ability in the subject, and 
the difficulty of the course. Non-sorority females selected the 
following three items in common with sorority members: parental
expectations, a fear of failure, and low ability in the subject. They 
added two other items to the reasons offered by sorority members: 
enrollment in too many courses and insufficient study time.
The environmental factors perceived as influential were similar 
for all groups: a low risk of detection, the type of task made
cheating easy, the room was crowded, and the seats were closely 
spaced. Fraternity/sorority members additionally said their peers 
offered them answers and they lacked knowledge about how to do the 
task. International students said they did not have time to complete 
the task. Social cheaters offered responses similar to those of 
fraternity/sorority members and independent cheaters gave reasons like 
those of international students.
Of those cheaters who used material from other students’ tests or 
papers, approximately one-third said they were close friends, another 
third said they didn't know the other person at all, and about 
one-fourth said they were just acquaintances. Approximately 27% 
estimated the person from whom they cheated was a B student, 20% said 
they were C students, and 15% guessed they were A students.
Results of Objective j5
Analysis of frequencies and percentages disclosed that this group 
of cheaters preferred the Myers-Briggs personality modes of 
extraversion (67%) over introversion (33%), sensing (75%) over 
intuition (25%), thinking (61%) over feeling (39%), and judging (57%)
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over perceiving (43%). Approximately 49% of the cheaters were 
classified as ST types who typically focus on facts determined through 
the five senses and make decisions through impersonal analysis. The 
second largest group (25%) were classified as SF types who also focus 
on facts but make decisions about those facts through personal warmth 
toward others. Of all groups, only the business majors exhibited a 
personality pattern typical of the norms for business majors (ST). 
Cheaters who were majoring in engineering, the sciences, and the 
social sciences/arts were atypical in their personality preferences.
Grade-point averages for cheaters did not match the pattern 
reflected by the norms for college students, with the exception of NT 
types who exhibited typically higher grades compared to other groups. 
Additionally, since most cheaters preferred the extraversion mode of 
dealing with the environment, social and independent cheating did not 
appear to be related to personality type.
International students differed considerably in their values 
preferences compared to other cheaters, as assessed by the Eokeach 
Value Survey. Most groups placed the following terminal values in 
their top five preferences: freedom, happiness, self-respect, true
friendship, and family security. Similarly, the top four instrumental 
values preferences for most groups were: being honest, responsible,
loving, and ambitious.
International students, however, were more concerned about world 
peace, equality, national security, social recognition, being helpful, 
being forgiving, and being logical than the American cheaters or the 
norms revealed. They also were less concerned about an exciting life, 
inner harmony, mature love, salvation, being ambitious, being
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independent, being polite, and being self-controlled than the American 
groups. Fraternity/sorority members were more concerned about being 
cheerful and polite and less concerned about equality, wisdom, being 
broadminded, and being self-controlled than other groups. "Other" 
cheaters were more typical of the norms in the literature and differed 
only in their desire to be polite and their lack of concern for being 
courageous.
For moral .judgment scores on the Defining Issues Test, most 
groups of cheaters displayed a mean within the range of 22 to 39, 
which is lower than the mean typical of college students (42.30).
Only the two international females exceeded that mark with a mean of 
5-2.49. Only one study in the literature, conducted at the University 
of Georgia, showed a mean typical of the lower scores in this group of 
cheaters. Not enough information was provided about the Georgia 
sample to evaluate its representativeness.
Male cheaters displayed a locus of control mean, as assessed by 
the Rotter I-E Scale, typical of college males. Male international 
students showed scores somewhat higher (more externally oriented) than 
the other males, but still near the college norm. Scores for females 
were one to four points higher (more externally oriented) than those 
typical of college females.
The time competent scores on the Personal Orientation Scale were 
lower than those typical of college students, but the inner directed 
scores were higher than those typical of college students (with the 
exception of the international students who exhibited a mean lower 
than is typical).
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All groups of cheaters exhibited lower means on the first two 
tasks, Developing Autonomy and Developing Purpose, on the Student 
Developmental Task Inventory than is usual for college students.
Means for Task 3, Developing Mature Interpersonal Relationships, were 
not atypical of the norms, however.
All groups of cheaters displayed lower mean scores for study 
habits, study attitudes, and study orientation on the Survey of Study 
Habits and Attitudes test than is typical of the norm for college 
freshmen. International students exhibited the lowest scores compared 
to other groups of cheaters.
Results of Ob jective 6_
The Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test revealed that most 
terminal and instrumental values on the Rokeach Value Survey did not 
significantly change in rank from pretest to posttest. Of the values 
that originally differed considerably from other groups, the following 
exhibited a statistically significant change: (a) international
students moved "inner harmony", being "independent" and "obedient" to 
higher ranks, like those of the other groups; (b) fraternity/sorority 
students dropped being "polite" to a rank similar to other groups; and 
(c) "other" cheaters did not move their originally atypical values, 
although they did change others to new positions.
The related samples Jt tests did not yield significant differences 
between pretest and posttest on the Defining Issues Test, the Rotter 
I-E Scale, or the time competence score of the Personal Orientation 
Inventory. The only significant changes were an increase in the inner 
directed score on the Personal Orientation Inventory for all males
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(£ < .05) and for the total group (j) < .011). All other groups 
(females, international students, fraternity/sorority members, and 
"other" cheaters) did not show a significant change in inner 
directedness (£ > .05).
Results of Ob jective 1_
The results of students' summative evaluations of the educational 
intervention program revealed that they were favorably impressed with 
the program. Students were relieved to be allowed to remain in 
college and enjoyed the sessions, although they did not initially 
expect they would. The students accurately perceived that the program 
goals were to encourage new perspectives on ethical issues, to provide 
opportunities for self-evaluation, and to teach new behaviors and 
skills.
Most students viewed the homework assignments as helpful and 
stated that the program had encouraged them to look at themselves in 
new ways, to acquire new skills and analytical processes, and to gain 
self-confidence and self-esteem. They said they benefitted from the 
following activities in order of preference: self-evaluation, study
skills, procrastination, time management, decision-making, and values 
clarification. Students particularly enjoyed the group communication 
processes which encouraged the comparison of values, problem 
identification, and problem-solving techniques.
Student responses varied greatly as to how the class could be 
modified, but almost all believed it was a viable and useful 
alternative to suspension from the university. Students offered the 
same solutions to the problem of cheating on campus as were supplied 
by the review of literature.
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Conclusions
The findings of this investigation lead to some generalizations 
about the characteristics of students who are detected as cheaters, 
who later are found guilty of academic dishonesty as outlined in the 
Code of Student Conduct, and who subsequently meet the criteria for 
placement in the educational intervention program. Only 68 students 
out of the mean undergraduate population of 23,500 were identified for 
the program, which is less than half a percent (.29%) of the 
undergraduates. Assuming that the incidence of cheating at this 
university is not unlike that at other large public institutions in 
the nation and that the incidence rate is at the lowest level 
indicated by the literature (30%), approximately 7000 undergraduates 
at this university cheat at least once in their college career. It 
seems plausible, therefore, to agree with the considerable research 
which indicates that few cheaters are identified from the many who 
engage in dishonest behavior.
The identified cheaters, however, may not be typical of students 
who cheat at this university and may represent, instead, students who 
are inept cheaters or students who were identified through means 
unlike those employed by the typical instructor on campus. The 
findings of this investigation apply only to the students so 
identified and may not generalize to the type of student who cheats on 
campus. With those qualifications, the following characteristics of 
cheaters are suggested from the data.
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International Students
The percentage of international students in the intervention 
program was about 16% greater than is typical of the percentage found 
in the undergraduate population. There were considerably more males 
than females represented. Most of the international students were 
majoring in technical fields such as engineering or science and 
cheated in engineering courses by independently copying from other 
students' papers.
These international students exhibited a GPA lower than those of 
undergraduates of the same nationalities, of fraternity/sorority and 
"other" cheaters, and of cheaters majoring in engineering. It appears 
likely, therefore, that they have less academic ability and have 
demonstrated less success in their college coursework than comparable 
groups.
The international students stated that they were influenced to 
cheat because they had poor study habits, they desired to graduate on 
time, they were enrolled in too many classes, their social activities 
interfered with studying, their study time was insufficient, and they 
were afraid they would fail both the assignment and the course. Of 
the outstanding environmental factors affecting their behavior, they 
said they did not have enough time to complete their tests, which 
implies poor aptitude in the subject, poor preparation, or difficulty 
with the format (e.g., essay or problem-solving test).
International students expressed a different hierarchy of values, 
compared to American cheaters and the norms for American college 
students. Since many of these students come from nations presently 
involved in social unrest, it is not surprising that they would be
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more concerned about world peace, equality, and national security than 
other groups. Additionally, as engineering majors, it is not unusual 
for them to be more concerned about being logical than other students. 
It appears, however, that an exciting life, inner harmony, mature 
love, salvation, being ambitious, being independent, being polite, and 
being self-controlled are more typical of the other groups than of the 
international students. Although they later moved inner harmony, 
being independent, and being obedient to higher positions at the 
conclusion of the program, it is unknown whether the program, the 
association with American students, or some other factor influenced 
this change.
Compared to the other research groups, international students 
exhibited the lowest means on the moral reasoning measure (DIT), the 
time competence and inner directed scores on the self-actualization 
measure (POI), the three task scores on the Student Development Task 
Inventory (SDTI), and on the Survey of Study Habits and Attitudes 
(SSHA). These tests are fairly long, requiring 30 to 45 minutes of 
time for each. Although it was not stated previously, it was observed 
that the international students required more time to complete the 
tests than the American students and frequently asked for definitions 
of terms. Additionally, these instruments are verbal measures, 
different from the problem-solving measures most of them usually face 
in their technical coursework. It is unknown, therefore, whether 
their lower scores reflect a valid measurement of the content and 
constructs of the instruments or, instead, indicate their lack of 
facility with the use of the English language.
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Fraternity/Sorority Students
The percentage of fraternity/sorority students in the 
intervention program was 20% greater than the typical percentage of 
"Greek" students found in the undergraduate population. There were 
nearly twice as many fraternity members as sorority members 
identified. Most of the "Greek" students were majoring in business 
(41%), with 18% each in engineering, the social sciences/arts and 
junior division. The business majors among them cheated mostly in 
quantitative courses while the other majors cheated in a variety of 
courses. Most of the students who were caught cheating in a 
quantitative course memorized an unauthorized advanced copy of the 
test which they shared with other sorority and fraternity members.
The "Greek" students, particularly the sorority members, 
exhibited GPAs higher than most of the other cheaters, but lower than 
the GPA for all fraternity/sorority members on campus. 
Fraternity/sorority members comprised over 53% of all cheaters 
majoring in business, who exhibited the highest GPA (2.54) of all 
cheaters.
Fraternity/sorority students offered different reasons for 
cheating than international students. Three of those reasons were 
shared by both fraternity and sorority members: parental expectations
of high grades, fear of failing the assignment, and the task was 
important since it was worth a large percentage of the total course 
grade. Fraternity members additionally mentioned competition for 
grades and a desire to raise their GPA, whereas sorority members 
(unlike the other groups) said they lacked self-confidence, 
experienced test anxiety, and had low ability in a subject that was
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perceived as difficult. This group also mentioned an important 
environmental factor leading to their cheating: peers offered them
the unauthorized advanced copy of the test. Since this group of 
students also said they lacked knowledge about how to do the task, it 
is unknown to what degree all the other factors would have influenced 
them to cheat if they had not been presented with the opportunity to 
use the advanced copy of the test.
Fraternity/sorority members selected similar terminal values for 
their top five preferences as other groups of cheaters: happiness,
self-respect, freedom, true friendship, and family security. The top 
five instrumental values preferences also were similar for most 
groups: to be honest, loving, responsible, ambitious, and
independent. Fraternity/sorority members stood apart from other 
groups in their greater concern for being cheerful and polite and 
their lesser concern for equality and wisdom. At the completion of 
the program, they dropped being polite to the fourteenth rank, which 
is more in line with the placement for the norms and all other groups. 
Other values which made a significant drop (social recognition and 
being obedient) were not unlike the placement by all other groups.
Fraternity/sorority members’ moral reasoning scores on the DIT 
were higher than those of other groups of cheaters, but at the lowest 
mean level for the college student norm. Although their mean score 
increased approximately three points on the posttest, the difference 
was not significant at the .05 level. The I-E mean score for 
fraternity members was not unlike those of other male cheaters and the 
college student norms. The I-E mean score for sorority members, 
although not unlike those of other female cheaters, was nearly one to
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three points higher than is typical of the norms for female college 
students. This higher score means that female cheaters demonstrate a 
more external locus of control, attributing reinforcements following 
their behavior to luck, fate, chance, or powerful others. The 
combined fraternity/sorority members, like all other groups of 
cheaters, showed a more internal score at the conclusion of the 
program, but it was not a significant change at the .05 level.
Additionally, although none of the differences were significant, 
fraternity/sorority students were the only group that did not show an 
increase on the time competence score of the POI at the conclusion of 
the program. Similarly, fraternity/sorority members did not show a 
significant increase on the inner directed score of the POI, although 
all males and the total group did show a significant increase. Since 
fraternity/sorority members were combined with all non-international 
students on the SDTI and SSHA tests, no differentiation can be made 
for them on those instruments.
"Other” Cheaters
"Other" cheaters consisted of all students who did not fit into 
the categories of international students or fraternity/sorority 
students. They comprised 46% of the cheaters, about 36% fewer than is 
typically found in the undergraudate population. Of this group, three 
were married and four were black Americans, not unusual compared to 
the undergraduate population. "Other" cheaters were more evenly 
divided among the various academic majors and did not appear to stand 
apart in any category. Since a composite GPA was not provided for all
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"other" undergraduates, it was not possible to compare them on that 
variable.
"Other" males offered three similar psychosocial factors 
perceived to have influenced them to cheat as those offered by male 
international students: insufficient study time, procrastination, and
fear of failing the assignment. They offered two reasons similar to 
fraternity members: a desire to raise their GPA and a fear of failing
the assignment. Thus, "other" males differed only in their 
self-perceived poor time management habits.
The "other" females included two international females, so their 
reasons that are different from those of "other" males are more 
difficult to interpret: parental expectations of high grades (like
sorority members), enrolled in too many courses (like the 
international students), and low ability in the subject (like sorority 
members). It appears that "other" cheaters were more of a generalized 
type and did not stand out as exceptional.
The terminal values held by "other" cheaters do not differ 
greatly from those of fraternity/sorority members or college norms. 
Instrumental values for "others" also are similar to the college 
norms, with the exception of their higher value for being polite and 
their lower value for being courageous. It is interesting to note 
that both the "Greek" cheaters and the "other" cheaters believe being 
polite is more important than did the Michigan students in the late 
1960s. It might be hypothesized either that this value is indigenous 
to the Southern culture, or that it is typical of values held by most 
college students of the 1980s. At the conclusion of the program, 
"other" students moved happiness, pleasure, national security,
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cheerful, and clean to higher positions close to those of the other 
groups, although these values were not greatly different from other 
groups on the pretest.
"Other" cheaters, like the international and fraternity/sorority 
students, did not evince a significant change from pretest to posttest 
on the DIT, I-E, or POI instruments.
Environmental Factors Influencing Cheating
Although the psychosocial factors that were perceived by students 
as influencing their decisions to cheat varied according to group 
characteristics, the top five environmental factors did not differ.
All groups said they cheated because the type of task made cheating 
easy, there was a low risk of detection, the room was crowded, the 
seats were closely spaced, and the task was more difficult than they 
expected. Given that task difficulty probably will not and should not 
change, it is obvious that cheating might be reduced by modifying the 
environment. It should be reiterated that this finding confirms what 
has already been confirmed many times by previous research.
In their summative evaluations of the intervention program, 
cheaters were asked, "What should the University do to reduce cheating 
by students?" Their suggestions included the following: use multiple
forms of exams and reduce the use of computerized scoring sheets 
(which are easy to read from a distance), increase the number of 
proctors, and increase student awareness of the University policy 
regarding academic dishonesty. It is interesting that they did not 
consider spaced seating or room size, since both items were rated so 
highly by them on the Influence Questionnaire.
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It seems that the University is partially responsible for the 
academic dishonesty of students because it has done little to reduce 
the temptation or to educate students regarding either the value of 
academic integrity or its policy pertaining to disciplinary offenders. 
Additionally, since few students are apprehended for cheating, it 
appears that many proctors and course instructors are not carrying out 
their responsibilities to identify offenders to University officials.
The Value of the Educational Intervention Program
Since the findings revealed performances below the mean on almost 
all measures, it may be concluded that these cheaters either did not 
practice or were not aware of appropriate coping skills. It was known 
from the onset of the intervention program that any observed change in 
performance could not be attributed to the program alone, since the 
use of a treatment control group was not possible. With the exception 
of particular values on the Rokeach Value Survey, only one of the 
measurements was observed to change from pretest to posttest, the 
inner directed score on the POI for males and the total group.
Although it might be speculated that the curricular emphasis on the 
importance of developing autonomy and gaining internal control over 
personal behaviors influenced this change, it is purely conjectural 
given the methodological limitations of this investigation (see 
Chapter III for further delineation).
The literature revealed that the absence of change on most of the 
measures is not unusual, given that the program was relatively 
short-term and the variables measured are typically long-term 
characteristics (moral reasoning, values, locus of control, and
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personalities). Previous programs which were able to introduce a 
statistically significant change concentrated their efforts on a 
particular variable (such as moral reasoning) for a considerable 
period of time, usually much longer than twelve weeks as used in this 
intervention program. Since this program was intended to produce a 
change in self-awareness and to teach coping skills so that students 
might better be able to face life-challenges, it was purposefully 
designed to be multi-faceted and to include a breadth of topics, 
rather than just a single emphasis such as moral reasoning. As such, 
the measurement instruments which focused on particular psychological 
variables were inappropriate for measuring the complexity of the 
program. It is suspected that an attitude or achievement instrument 
would have provided a more accurate measurement of the program effects 
on cheaters.
Cheaters’ subjective evaluations of the educational intervention 
program were positive. They viewed the program as both challenging 
and supportive and as providing them with remediation for their 
self-perceived weaknesses. The question arises, however, as to 
whether the use of an intervention program is as effective as other 
disciplinary approaches. Would suspension or disciplinary probation, 
in combination with an F grade in the course of cheating, challenge 
and support these students to the same degree as did the educational 
intervention program? Since no student has been apprehended more than 
once for cheating at this university, it is impossible to determine 
what factors make one disciplinary approach as effective as another.
It is unknown whether these students never cheat again, or whether 
they are more careful after being caught. Additionally, it is unknown
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whether the very act of getting caught and being disciplined by the 
Dean of Students is enough of a challenge to affect future behavior. 
These issues were not addressed by this investigation.
The only solution lies in the philosophical tenets of the student 
development movement which encourages the consideration of the ’’whole, 
unique person." This concept implies that the University should focus 
on more than cognitive mastery and attempt to encourage "the 
development of value systems, self-awareness, interpersonal skills, 
and community responsibility" (THE Project, 1974, p. 1).
Additionally, it is believed that "development is most likely to occur 
in an environment where change is anticipated, where individuals and 
groups work together to actively influence the future rather than just 
reacting to it after the fact" (Miller & Prince, 1977, p.5).
Although most student affairs personnel perform multiple roles on 
a daily basis, such as "legal-moralist," "educator-counselor," or 
"efficiency-expert," it might prove interesting to consider how an 
administrator performing each of these roles might approach this 
problem. The "legal-moralist" might react by dispensing punishment 
only. This approach teaches two lessons: (a) the University does not
condone academic dishonesty and (b) the students's behavior was wrong. 
It does not teach substitute behaviors, encourage appropriate habits, 
or provide a supportive environment for self-development. It is 
unknown whether student offenders change their values or behaviors as 
a result.
The "educator-counselor" might react by placing cheaters in an 
educational intervention program intended to facilitate 
self-confrontation, self-awareness, behavioral restructuring, and
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congruence between emotions and behaviors. The "efficiency-expert” 
would consider the cost-effectiveness of the program in terms of 
personnel time and effort, use of materials and facilities, and the 
student/teacher ratio. This person might consider the value of the 
course in comparison to similar courses offered through student 
affairs programs such as clinics for bulimics, for alcohol abusers, or 
for improving physical fitness. This person also might compare the 
intervention program to academic offerings where the expenditure of 
time and effort is considerable and the student/teacher ratio is 
comparably low such as in the "classics," physics, or most graduate 
level courses. Which of these courses has more value when the student 
is viewed as a "whole person?"
Perhaps the cheaters provide the best answer to the query,
"Should this course continue to be offered in the future?" Over 92% 
said the program should continue for the following reasons: it
provides students with a second chance to do well, it is a good 
alternative to staying at home, it helps students to better understand 
themselves, it helps students to consider the seriousness of cheating, 
and it shows that the University cares about them "as a friend."
Recommendations 
Based on the findings of this investigation, the following 
recommendations for implementation and for further research are 
presented.
Environmental Factors
One of the findings of this investigation, which confirms 
previous research delineated in the Review of Literature, indicates
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
227
that students cheat because the environment encourages it. Deans, 
department heads, faculty, and graduate teaching assistants should be 
informed that cheating can be reduced greatly by increasing the risk 
of detection, by selecting evaluative measures that do not facilitate 
cheating, and by selecting larger rooms and spacing the seating so 
that cheating is not encouraged.
Policy Dissemination
Cheaters' summative evaluation responses agree with the previous 
research (Nuss, 1982) which implies that instructors should discuss 
the University policy regarding academic dishonesty so that students 
will understand both the value of academic integrity and the 
consequences of cheating. It is logical to assume that other media 
also could be employed effectively to reinforce those concepts. 
Special Groups
Since cheating appears to be detected more frequently in 
quantitative, engineering, and English classes, faculty of those 
courses should make a special attempt to inform students of the 
University policy and the consequences of cheating. Additionally, 
since proportionately more fraternity/sorority members and 
international students are identified as cheaters than other groups, a 
special attempt should be made to inform them of the University policy 
and the consequences of cheating.
Faculty
Faculty should be informed that some students frequently 
mentioned that they cheated because the task was worth a large 
percentage of their grade and they did not have enough time to 
complete the task. Since the review of literature revealed that
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cheating is positively related to task importance (Bowers, 1964; 
Farley, 1974; Houston, 1978) and inversely related to the quality of 
teaching (Bonjean & McGee, 1964; Bowers, 1964; Steininger et al.,
1964; Bushway & Nash, 1977), pedagogical modifications might prevent 
some cheating.
Study Skills
Cheaters' scores on the Survey of Study Habits and Attitudes fell 
within the 15th to the 30th percentile, well-below the norm for 
college freshmen. Additionally, many students said they cheated 
because they did not use good study habits, they did not spend 
sufficient time studying, they procrastinated about studying, and they 
were afraid of failing the assignment or task. This study also 
reveals that most groups of cheaters had somewhat lower GPAs than 
relative groups in the undergraduate population. These findings, when 
considered collectively, indicate that many cheaters lack appropriate 
study skills and habits. A study skills class that includes 
behavioral restructuring techniques and methods of writing term papers 
should be available to students who need it. It should be reiterated 
that approximately 30% of the cheaters exhibited GPAs above the mean 
for all undergraduates (2.59), so not all cheaters can be labeled 
below-average students.
Counseling
Three findings imply that opportunities for personal and career 
counseling should continue to be made available and to be 
well-publicized so that students are aware of their presence:
(a) some students said they cheated because of parental expectations, 
fear of failure, lack of self-confidence, test anxiety, and a low
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ability in the subject; (b) results of the Myers-Briggs Personality 
Inventory indicated that many cheaters did not display personalities 
typical of other students in those same major fields which implies 
that inappropriate career choices may have been made; (c) results of 
the Student Development Task Inventory indicated that many of these 
students have not achieved satisfactorily the developmental tasks 
typical of other college students, particularly regarding autonomy and 
the development of appropriate educational, career, and life-style 
plans.
Program Continuation
Since the summative evaluation responses indicated that the 
program helped most of the cheaters to develop new perspectives about 
ethical issues, to acquire new skills and analytical processes, and to 
develop self-confidence and self-esteem, the educational intervention 
program is worthwhile and should be continued.
Further Research
1. A descriptive or experimental study could be undertaken to 
compare the effects of several disciplinary approaches, such as 
suspension, probation, community service, and educational intervention 
programs.
2. More than one type of educational intervention program could 
be compared for particular types of students, such as a study 
skills/career course for underachievers and a personal growth group 
for high achievers.
3. More appropriate measurement instruments, such as attitude or 
achievement tests, should be identified or designed for the purpose of 
evaluating a complex educational program such as this one.
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U. A descriptive study should be conducted to pursue the students 
of this study over time to ascertain what effects the program is 
perceived to have had on their behaviors and attitudes.
5. A study could be conducted to determine how cheating is
related to other antecedent variables such as the number of credit 
hours attempted, number of hours working for pay, scholarship 
requirements, career aspirations, extracurricular activities, and 
interpersonal problems.
6. A study could be initiated to ascertain faculty attitudes and
behaviors about cheating at this university and how pedagogy
influences the cheating behaviors and attitudes of students.
7. A self-report study could be initiated to determine the 
approximate incidence of and attitudes toward cheating at this 
university.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
REFERENCES
Alker, H. A., & Poppin, P. J. (1973). Personality and ideology in 
university students. Journal of Personality, 11, 653-671.
Altmaier, E. M. (1983). New directions for students services:
Helping students manage stress. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.
Aronfreed, J. (1968). Conduct and conscience: The socialization
of internalized control over behavior. New York: Academic
Press.
Aronson, E., & Carlsmith, J. M. (1962). Performance expectancy as 
a determinant of actual performance. Journal of Abnormal and 
Social Psychology, 65, 178-182.
Aronson, E., & Mettee, D. R. (1968). Dishonest behavior as a 
function of differential levels of induced self-esteem. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 9_> 121-127.
Baird, J. S. (1980). Current trends in college cheating. 
Psychology in the Schools, 17, 515-521.
Barnett, D. C., & Dalton, J. C. (1981). Why college students
cheat. Journal of College Student Personnel, 22(6), 545-551.
Berne, E. (1961). Transctional analysis in psychotherapy. New 
York: Grove Press.
Berson, R. J. (1979). Ethics and education in the freshman year: 
Impact and implications of an experimental value-oriented 
curriculum (Doctoral dissertation, Columbia University,
1979). Dissertation Abstracts International, 40(5), 2495-A.
Bickel, F., & O’Neill, M. (1979). The counselor and student 
discipline: Suggested roles. Personnel and Guidance
Journal. 57(10), 522-525.
Blasi, A. (1980). Bridging moral cognition and moral action: A
critical review of the literature. Psychological Bulletin, 
88(1), 1-45.
Blimling, G. S., & Mathews, N. I. (1984, March). New questions to 
old problems of ethics and values for students with discipli­
nary problems. Paper presented at the meeting of the 
National Association of Student Personnel Administrators, 
Louisville, KY.
Bloomberg, M. (1974). On the relationship between internal- 
external control and morality. Psychological Reports, 35,
231
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
232
Bok, D. C. (1976). Can ethics be taught? Change, .8(9), 26-30.
Bonjean, C. M., & McGee, R. (1964). Scholastic dishonesty among 
undergraduates in differing systems of social control. 
Sociology of Education, 38(1), 127-137.
Bowers, W. J. (1964). Student dishonesty and its control in
college. New York: Columbia University Bureau of Applied
Research.
Bronzaft, A. L., Stuart, I. R., & Blum, B. (1973). Test anxiety 
and cheating on college examinations. Psychological Reports, 
32, 149-150.
Brown, W. F., & Holtzman, W. H. (1964). Survey of study habits 
and attitudes manual. New York: The Psychological
Corporation.
Budig, G. A. (1979). The prevalence of cheating in college. Phi 
Delta Kappan, 60, 754.
Burton, R. V. (1963). Generality of honesty reconsidered. 
Psychological Review, 70(6), 481-499.
Bushway, A., & Nash, W. R. (1977). School cheating behavior. 
Review of Educational Research, 47(4), 623-632.
Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education (1980).
Fair practices in higher education. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass.
Chapin, C., Dalton, J., & Ebbers, L. (1980). Academic dishonesty: 
A university dilemma. NASPA News: 1980 Conference Edition,
no page.
Chickering, A. W. (1969). Education and identity. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass.
Christie, R., & Geis, F. L. (1970). Studies in Machiavellianism. 
New York: Acadmic Press.
Clouser, R. A., & Hjelle, L. A. (1970). Relationship between 
locus of control and dogmatism. Psychological Reports, 26, 
1006. ~
Cole, S. (1981). Comparison of honor code surveys shows little 
change, but maybe less cheating. Campus Report, 13, 10-14.
Collins, B. E. (1974). Four components of the Rotter Internal- 
External Scale: Belief in a difficult world, a just world,
a predictable world, and a politically responsive world. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 29(3), 381-391.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
233
Connell, C. (1981, Summer). Term paper mills continue to grind. 
Educational Record, 19-28.
Connolly, J., & McCarrey, M. (1978). The relationship between 
levels of moral judgment maturity and locus of control. 
Canadia Journal or Behavior Science, 10, 162-175.
Cooper, S., & Peterson, C. (1980). Machiavellianism and
spontaneous cheating in competition. Journal of Research in 
Personality, 14, 70-75.
Crown, D. P., & Marlow, D. (1964). The approval motive. New 
York: Wiley.
Dalton, J. C. (1980). Academic dishonesty: A survey of ISU
faculty and student views. Iowa State University: Student
Life Report #80-01.
David, R. L., & Kovach, J. A. (1979). Attitudes toward unethical 
behavior as a function of educational commercialization. 
College Student Journal, 13, 338-344.
Davidson, K. M., & Bailey, K. G. (1978). Effects of "status sets" 
on Rotter’s Locus of Control Scale. Journal of Consulting 
Clinical Psychology, 46(1), 186.
Deffenbacher, J. L., & McKinley, D. L. (1983). Stress management: 
Issues in intervention design. In Altmaier, E. M. (Ed.), 
Helping Students Manage Stress (pp. 43-62). San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass.
DeVries, D. L., & Ajzen, I. (1971). The relationship of attitudes 
and normative beliefs to cheating in college. The Journal of 
Social Pschology, 83, 199-207.
Dienstbier, R. A., & Munter, P. 0. (1971). Cheating as a function 
of the labeling of natural arousal. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 17(2), 208-213.
DiFranco, T. A. (1981). The influence of different counseling
approaches on the cheating behavior manifested in two groups 
of fifth grade students. Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 42(3), 1055A.
Ellenburg, F. C. (1973). Cheating on tests: Are high achievers
greater offenders than low achievers? The Clearing House,
47, 427-429.
Ellis, A. (1979). Rational-emotive therapy. In R. J. Corsini 
(Ed.), Current psychotherapies (pp. 185-229). Itasca, 
Illinois: F. E. Peacock.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
234
Ellis, A., & Knaus, W. J. (1977). Overcoming procrastination.
New York: Signet.
Fakouri, M. E. (1972). Achievement motivation and cheating. 
Psychological Reports, 31, 629-630.
Farley, J. (1974). The scribes: Modern style. Improving College 
and University Teaching, 22, 29-30.
Feather, N. T. (1966). Effects of prior success and failure on 
expectations of success and subsequent performance. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 3^, 287-298.
Feather, N. T. (1967). Valence of outcome and expectations of
success in relation to task difficulty and perceived locus of 
control. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 7(4), 
372-386.
Feather, N. T. (1969). Attribution of responsibility and valence 
of success and failure in relation to initial confidence and 
task performance. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 13, 129-144.
Feather N. T., & Simon, J. G. (1971). Attribution of responsi­
bility and valence of outcome in relation to initial 
confidence and success and failure of self and other.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 18(2), 173-188.
Fischer, C. T. (1970). Levels of cheating under conditions of 
informative appeal to honesty, public affirmation of value, 
and threats of punishment. The Journal of Educational 
Research, 64(1), 12-16.
Frary, R. B. (1978). Academic dishonesty as viewed by a random 
sample of college students and ja sample identified as 
cheaters. Paper presented at the meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, Toronto, Ontario, Canada.
Frary, R. B., Tideman, T. N., & Watts, T. M. (1977). Indices of 
cheating on multiple-choice tests. Journal of Educational 
Statistics, 2/4), 235-256.
Freeman, L. C., & Ataov, T. (1960). Invalidity of indirect and 
direct measures of attitudes toward cheating. Journal of 
Personality, 28, 443-447.
Garfield, S. J., Cohen, H. A., & Roth, R. M. (1961). A correla­
tion study of cheating in college students. Journal of 
Educational Research, 61/4), 172-173.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
235
Goldman, J. A., & Olczak, P. V. (1976). Effect of knowledge about 
self-actualization on faking the Personal Orientation 
Inventory. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 
44(4), 680.
Graf, R. G. (1971). Induced self-esteem as a determinant of 
behavior. Journal of Social Psychology, 85, 213-217.
Hardy, R. J. (1982). Preventing academic dishonesty: Some
important tips for political science professors. Teaching 
Political Science, 9(2), 68-77.
Hardy, R. J., & Burch, D. (1981). What political science
professors should know in dealing with academic dishonesty. 
Teaching Political Science, 9(1), 5-14.
Harp, J., & Taietz, P. (1966). Academic integrity and social 
structure: A study of cheating among college students.
Social Problems, 13, 365-373.
Hartshorne, H., & May', M. A. (1928). Studies in deceit. New 
York: Macmillan.
Heath, D. H. (1977). Maturity and competence. New York:
Gardner.
Heisler, G. (1974). Ways to deter law violators: Effects of
levels of threat and vicarious punishment on cheating.
Journal of Psychology, 42(4), 577-582.
Henshel, A. M. (1971). The relationship between values and
behavior: A developmental hypothesis. Child Development,
42, 1997-2007.
Hetherington, E. M., & Feldman, S. E. (1964). College cheating 
as a function of subject and situational variables.
Journal of Psychology. 55(4), 212-218.
Hill, J. P., & Kochendorfer, R. A. (1969). Knowledge of peer 
success and risk of detection as determinants of cheating. 
Developmental Psychology, 1(3), 231-238.
Holleque, K. L. (1982). Cheating behaviors of college students. 
Dissertation Abstracts International, 43(1), 88-A.
Holstein, C. B. (1976). Irreversible, stepwise sequence in the 
development of moral judgment: A longitudinal study of males 
and females. Child Development, 47, 51-61.
Horowitz, B. (1968). Attitude change and behavior change in a 
cheating situation as a function of previous reinforcement. 
Dissertation Abstracts International, 29(5), 1598A.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
236
Houser, B. B. (1982). Student cheating and attitude: A function
of classroom control technique. Contemporary Education of 
Psychology, 1_, 113-123.
Houston, J. P. (1976a). Amount and loci of classroom answer
copying, spaced seating, and alternate test forms. Journal 
of Educational Research, 69(7), 247-249.
Houston, J. P. (1976b). Learning and cheating as a function of 
study phase distraction. Journal of Educational Research, 
69(7), 247-249.
Houston, J. P. (1977a). Cheating: The illusory edge. Contempo­
rary Educational Psychology, 2_, 346-372.
Houston, J. P. (1977b). Cheating behavior, anticipated success- 
failure, confidence, and test importance. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 69(1), 55-60.
Houston, J. P. (1977c). Four components of Rotter's Internal- 
External Scale and cheating behavior. Contemporary Educa­
tional Psychology, 2^, 275-283.
Houston, J. P. (1978). Curvilinear relationships among antici­
pated success, cheating behavior, temptation to cheat, and 
perceived instrumentality of cheating. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 70(5), 758-762.
Houston, J. P., & Ziff, T. (1976). Effects of success and failure 
on cheating behavior. Journal of Educational Psychology, 68
(3), 371-376.
Jacobsen, L. I., Berger, S. E., & Millham, J. (1970). Individual 
differences in cheating during a temptation period when 
confronting failure. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 15(1), 48-56.
Jacobson, R. L. (1983, July 13). Tests advocated for every
lecture: Teacher's role in cheating examined. Chronicle of
Higher Education, p. 18.
Jellison, J. (1984, March 5). Why cheating is on the rise in U.S. 
U. S. News & World Report, Inc., pp. 53-54.
Johnson, C. D., & Gormly, J. (1971). Achievement, sociability,
and task importance in relation to academic cheating.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 58(6), 379-385.
Johnson, C. D., & Gormly, J. (1972). Academic cheating: The
contribution of sex, personality, and situational variables. 
Developmental Psychology, 6 ( 2 ) , 320-325.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
237
Johnson, P. B. (1981). Achievement motivation and success: Does
the end justify the means? Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 40, 374-375.
Johnson, R. C., Ackerman, J. M., Frank, H., & Fionda, A. J.
(1968). Resistance to temptation and guilt following 
yielding and psychotherapy. Journal of Consulting and 
Clinical Psychology. 32, 169-175.
Kamens, D. H. (1978), College and peer groups: Organizational
processes affecting cultural differentiation. College 
Student Journal, JL2(1), 107-118.
Karabenick, S. A., & Srull, T. K. (1978). Effects of personality 
and situational variation in locus of control on cheating: 
Determinants of "congruence effect." Journal of Personality, 
46, 72-95.
Kelly, J. A., & Worell, L. (1978). Personality characteristics, 
parent behaviors, and sex of subject in relation to cheating. 
Journal of Research in Personality, 12, 179-188.
King, P. M. (1978). William Perry’s theory of intellectual and 
ethical development. In Knefelkamp, L., Widick, C., &
Parker, C. A. (Eds.), pp. 35-51. New directions for student 
services: Applying new developmental findings. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Knefelkamp, L., Widick, C., & Parker, C. A. (Eds.) (1978). New 
directions for student services: Applying new developmental
findings. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.
Knowlton, J. Q., & Hamerlynck, L. A. (1967). Perception of 
deviant behavior: A study of cheating. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 58(6), 379-385.
Kohlberg, L. (1971). Stages of moral development. In C. M. Beck,
B. S. Crittenden, & E. V. Sullivan (Eds.), Moral education. 
Toronto: University of Toronoto.
Kohlberg, L., & Wasserman, E. R. (1980). The cognitive-
developmental approach and the practicing counselor: An
opportunity for counselors to rethink their roles. Personnel 
and Guidance Journal, 59(9), 559-567.
Krauss, H. H., & Blanchard, E. B. (1970). Locus of control in 
ethical risk taking. Psychological Reports, 27, 142.
Krebs, R. L. (1967). Some relations between moral judgment,
attention and resistance to temptation. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, University of Chicago. Results in L. Kohlberg 
& E. R. Wasserman (1980), The cognitive-developmental 
approach and the practicing counselor, Personnel and Guidance
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
238
Journal, 59(9), 559-567, and in S. H. Schwartz et al.
(1969), Some personality correlates of conduct in two 
situations of moral conflict, Journal of Personality, 37, 
42-57.
Kurtines, W., & Greif, E. B. (1974). The development of moral 
thought: Review and evaluation of Kohlberg's approach.
Psychological Bulletin, 81 (8), 453-470.
Lamont, L. (1979). Campus shock: A firsthand report on college
life today. New York: P. P. Dutton.
Lande, N., & Slade, A. (1979). Stages: Understanding how you
make your moral decisions. New York: Harper & Row.
Leafgren, F. (1981). Educational programming. In G. Blimling &
J. H. Schuh (Eds.), New directions for student services: 
Increasing the educational role of residence halls 
(pp. 23-33). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Lefcourt, H. M. (1982). Locus of control: Current trends in
theory and research (2nd ed.). Hillsdale, N. J.: Lawrence
Erlbaum Assoc.
Leming, J. S. (1978). Cheating behavior, situational influence 
and moral development. Journal of Educational Research, 71
(4), 214-217.
Leming, J. S. (1980). Cheating behavior, subject variables, and 
components of Internal-External Scale under high and low 
risk conditions. Journal of Educational Research, 74(2), 
83-87.
Levine, A. (1980). When dreams and heroes died: A portrait of
today’s college student. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Louisiana State University (1982). Code of student conduct.
Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Office of
Publications.
Louisiana State University (1982-1983). General catalogue. Baton 
Rouge: Louisiana State University Office of Publications.
Maslow, A. (1962). Toward a psychology of being. New York: Van
Nostrand.
Midlarski, E. (1971). Aiding under stress: The effects of
competence,, dependency, visibility, and fatalism. Journal of 
Personality, 39, 132-149.
Miller, A. G., & Minton, H. L. (1969). Machiavellianism,
internal-external control, and the violation of experimental 
instructions. The Psychological Record. 19, 369-380.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
239
Miller, T. K., & Prince, J. S. (1977). The future of student 
affairs. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Millham, J, (1974). Two components of ’’Need for Approval" score 
and their relationship to cheating following success and 
failure. Journal of Research in Personality, B, 378-392.
Myers, I. B. (1976). Myers-Briggs Type Indicator. Palo Alto, 
California: Consulting Psychologists Press.
Newhouse, R. C. (1982). Alienation and cheating behavior in the 
school environment. Psychology in the Schools, 19(2), 
234-237.
Nuss, E. M. (1982, August). Enhancing academic integrity. The 
Judicial Files: ACPA Commision XV. University of Rhode
Island: ACPA Commission XV, 1-4.
Nuss, E. M., & Pavela, G. M,, & Thomas, W. L. (1981). Academic 
integrity: A^ critical role for student affairs. Paper
presented at the meeting of the National Association of 
Students Personnel Administrators.
Oaks, H. R. (1975). Cheating attitudes and practices at two state 
colleges. Improving College and University Teaching, Autumn, 
232-235.
Pavela, G. (1979, October 22). Memorandum to Chancellor. Office 
of Judicial Programs: University of Maryland.
Pavela, G. (1980). Academic dishonesty: Attacking the problem.
Teaching, University of Maryland, 2.0)*
Pavela, G. (1981, February 9). Cheating on the campus: Who's
really to blame? Chronicle of Higher Education, 21, 64.
Poyourow, D. F. (1969). Risk taking patterns of student groups 
differing in degrees of restraint towards cheating 
opportunities. Dissertation Abstracts International, 29(9), 
3471B.
Rest, J. R. (1979a). Development in judging moral issues. 
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.
Rest, J. R. (1979b). Revised manual for the Defining Issues Test. 
Minneapolis: Minnesota Moral Research Projects.
Rest, J. R. (1980). Moral judgment research and the cognitive- 
developmental approach to moral education. Personnel and 
Guidance Journal, 59(9), 602-605.
Roark, A. C. (1981, October 4), College cheating on rise (Los ' 
Angelos Times, 1981). In Sunday Advocate, p. 4-J.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Rokeach, M. (1973). The nature of human values. New York: Free
Press.
Roskens, R. W., & Dizney, H. F. (1966). A study of unethical 
academic behavior in high school and college. Journal of 
Educational Research, 59, 231-234.
Rotter, J. B. (1966). Generalized expectancies for internal 
versus external control of reinforcement. Psychological 
Monographs, 80(1), 1-28, Abstract No. 609.
Sanford, N. (1967). Where colleges fail. San Francisco: Jossey- 
Bass.
Schab, F. (1969). Cheating in high school: Differences between
the sexes. Journal of National Association of Women Deans 
and Counselors, 33(1), 39-42.
Schab, F. (1980a). Cheating among college and non-college bound 
pupils, 1969-1979. The Clearing House, 53(8), 379-380.
Schab, F. (1980b). Cheating in high school: Differences between
the sexes (revisited). Adolescence, 15(60), 959-965.
Schwartz, S. H., Feldman, K. A., Brown, M. E., & Heingartner, A.
(1969). Some personality correlates of conduct in two 
situations of moral conflict. Journal of Personality, 37, 
42-57.
Sebes, J. M., & Ford, D. H. (1984). Moral development and self­
regulation: Research and intervention planning. Personnel
and Guidance Journal, 62(7), 379-382.
Shelton, J., & Hill, J. P. (1969). Effects on cheating of 
achievement anxiety and knowledge of peer performance. 
Developmental Psychology, 1_, 449-455.
Sherrill, D., Salisbury, J. L., Horowitz, B., Friedman, S. T. 
(1971). Classroom cheating: consistent attitude,
perceptions, and behavior. American Educational Research 
Journal, 8(3), 503.
Shostrom, E. L. (1974). Personal Orientation Inventory. San 
Diego: Educational and Industrial Testing Service.
Singhal, A. C. (1982). Factors in students’ dishonesty. 
Psychological Reports, 51, 775-780.
Smith, A. F. (1978a). Developmental issues and themes in the 
discipline setting: Suggestions for educational practice
(A study of the moral development of college students in 
disciplinary trouble). Dissertation Abstracts International, 
39(2), 714-A.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
241
Smith, A. F. (1978b). Lawrence Kohlberg's cognitive state theory 
of the development of moral judgment. In L. Knefelkamp,
C. Widick, & C. A. Parker (Eds.), New directions for student 
services: Applying new developmental findings (pp. 53-67).
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Smith, C. P., Ryan, E, R., & Diggins, D. R. (1972). Moral 
decision making: Cheating on examinations. Journal of
Personality, 40, 640-659.
Steininger, M.f Johnson, R. E., & Kirts, D. K. (1964). Cheating 
on college examinations as a function of situationally 
aroused anxiety and hostility. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 55(6), 317-324.
Stephenson, B. W. (1982). Intellectual and ethical development:
A dualistic curriculum intervention for college students. 
Dissertation Abstracts International, 43(1), 68A.
Tittle, C. R., & Logan, C. H. (1973, Spring). Sanctions and
deviance: Evidence and remaining questions. Law and Society
Review, 7.
Tittle, C. R., & Rowe, A. R. (1973). Moral appeal, sanction 
threat, and deviance: An experimental test. Social
Problems, 20, 488-498.
Tittle, C. R., & Rowe, A. R. (1974). Fear and the student
cheater. Change, 6(3), 47-48.
Tomorrow's Higher Education (THE) Project (1972). A student
development model for student affairs in tomorrow's higher 
education. Washington, D. C.: American College Personnel
Association.
Tracey, T. J., Foster, M. E., Perkins, D. C., & Hillman, L. P. 
(1979). Characteristics of student offenders: Some new 
findings and suggested improvements in research methodology. 
Journal of College Student Personnel, 20(6), 492-297.
Vitro, F. T., & Schoer, L. A. (1972). The effects of probability
of test success, test importance, and risk of detection on
the incidence of cheating. Journal of School Psychology, 
10(3), 269-277.
Vroom, V. H. (1964). Work and motivation. New York: John Wiley 
& Sons.
Wall, J. B. (1970). Relationship of locus of control to self- 
actualization. Psychological Reports, 27, 82.
Walsh, R. P. (1967). Sex, age, and temptation. Psychological 
Reports, 21, 625-629.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
242
Whiteley, J. M. (1982). Character Development in College
Students (Vol. 1: The Freshman Year). New York: Character
Research Press.
Widick, C., Knefelkamp, L., Parker, C. A. (1981). Student
development. In U. Delworth & G. R. Hanson (Eds.), Student 
services: A handbook for the profession (pp. 75-116). San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Wilkinson, J. M. (1974). The relations of two variations of 
classroom conditions, attitudes toward cheating, level of 
self-actualization, and certain demographic variables to the 
cheating behavior of college students. Dissertation 
Abstracts International, 34(9), 5671A.
Williams, J. M., Decker, T. W., Labassi, A. (1983). The impact of 
stress management training on the academic performance of 
low-achieving college students. Journal of College Student 
Personnel, ^.(6), 491-494.
Winston, R. B., Miller, T. K., & Prince, J. S. (1979). Assessing 
student development: A preliminary manual for the student
developmental task inventory (Revised. Second Edition). 
Athens, Georgia: Student Development Associates.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
APPENDIX A
Educational Intervention Program
Description
The program is a twelve-week course that meets for a two-hour 
period weekly and employs a combination of group-counseling and 
lecture-discussion methodologies.
Student Responsibilites
Attendance is required at every session and any absences must be 
approved by the leader or Dean of Students prior to the class meeting. 
Acceptable class participation is expected and written assignments are 
due on time.
Objectives
1. Students individually discuss with the leader the program 
components, spudent responsibilities, and self-perceived needs 
pertaining to college life.
Pre-program personal interview: Collect personal data, sign
contracts, and resolve questions
2. Students join other cheaters in a group session to take pretests 
and other diagnostic measures.
Session one: Introductory comments and administration of
measurement instruments
3. Students identify and report their self-perceived strengths. 
Session two: Skills, preferred activities, things of which
proud, peak life experiences, goals and aspirations
A. Students analyze their self-reported reasons for cheating 
according to Rotter's (1966) theory of locus of control.
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Session three: Cognitive, affective, and behavioral aspects
of "Why I Cheated"
5. Students apply the principles of Rational-Emotive Therapy (Ellis, 
1977) to their daily experiences.
All sessions: Assigned readings in Overcoming Procrastination
(Ellis & Knaus, 1977) and written homework associated with 
each chapter
6. Students evaluate their personal value structures according to 
Rokeach’s (1973) theory.
Session four: Definitions and sources of values;
identification and public affirmation of values; 
cognitive, affective, and behavioral components of values
7. Students practice efficient time management and study skills 
according to methodologies discussed in class.
Session five: Motivation, time management, learning
environments, learning curve, note-taking methods, how to 
study for and take different types of tests
8. Students write a five-page research paper using methodologies 
discussed in class on the topics of "Why College Students Cheat" or 
"How to be a Successful College Student."
Session six: How to write a research paper and how to request
help from faculty and librarians
9. Given unresolved hypothetical dilemmas, students identify and 
generate solutions according to Kohlberg's stages of moral reasoning 
(Rest, 1979a; Lande & Slade, 1979).
Session seven: Kohlberg*s theory of moral development,
identifying issues in an ethical problem, generating
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
245
possible alternative solutions, selecting and justifying 
a solution, and labeling reasons according to theory
10. Students generate and evaluate alternative solutions to problems 
typical of university students.
Session eight: Identifying issues involved in problems,
generating possible alternative solutions, selecting and 
justifying a solution according to personal values and stages 
of Kohlberg's theory
11. Students analyze factors of their personalities according to the 
principles of Rational-Emotive Therapy (Ellis, 1979) and Transactional 
Analysis (Berne, 1961).
Session nine: Review of components of RET, analysis of
irrational beliefs, generating possible alternative solutions 
for irrational affective and behavioral consequences to 
activating events, analysis of three ego-states according to 
TA, and evaluating means of modifying ego-states as desired
12. Students analyze factors of their personalities according to the 
results of the Myers-Briggs Personality Indicator (1976) and the 
Student Developmental Task Inventory (Winston, Miller, & Prince,
1979).
Session ten: Definition of components of theories, receipt of
measurement results, discussion of results, and writing of 
personal objectives for modifications as desired
13. Students evaluate how the program was helpful to them and how they 
would redesign the course for future use.
Session eleven: Discussion of personal evaluation responses,
program analysis, program modifications, and re-analysis of
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psychosocial and environmental factors perceived to have 
influenced their decisions to cheat
14. Students take posttests and are invited to make an appointment to 
discuss posttest results.
Session twelve: Posttests and discussion of administrative
requirements pertaining to removal of disciplinary labels on 
University records
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APPENDIX B
HOW INFLUENTIAL WAS EACH ITEM IN YOUR DECISION TO CHEAT?
Rate each item according to the following scale:
1 = Greatly influential 2 = Somewhat influential
3 = Not at all influential
ITEM CIRCLE RATINGS
1. Parental expectations of high grades 2 3
2. Influence of peers 2 3
3. Inability to say "no" to friends 2 3
4. Competition for grades 2 3
5. Social activities interfere with studying 2 3
6. Job interferes with studying 2 3
7. Enrolled in too many courses 2 3
8. Desire to graduate on time 2 3
9. Insufficient study time 2 3
10. Procrastinated until too late 2 3
11. Fear of failing assignment/test 2 3
12. Fear of failing course 2 3
13. Fear of flunking out of school 2 3
14. Desire to raise grade point average 2 3
15. Desire to maintain grade point average 2 3
16. Poor study skills 2 3
17. Poor study habits 2 3
18. Poor time management habits 2 3
19. Lack of preparation for test 2 3
20. Low ability in subject area 2 3
21. Difficulty of course contest 2 3
22. Test anxiety 2 3
23. Lack of self-confidence 2 3
24. Task was worth large percent of total grade 2 3
25. Task was worth small percent of total grade 2 3
26. Failure to consider consequences 2 3
27. Cheating is a habit for me 2 3
28. Negative attitude about college in general 2 3
29. Negative attitude about life in general 2 3
30. Did not know my actions were wrong 2 3
FROM THE LIST OF ITEMS ABOVE, SELECT THOSE THAT WERE MOST 
IMPORTANT IN YOUR DECISION TO CHEAT.
THE MOST INFLUENTIAL FACTOR WAS ITEM #
2ND MOST INFLUENTIAL FACTOR WAS ITEM #
3RD MOST INFLUENTIAL FACTOR WAS ITEM #
4TH MOST INFLUENTIAL FACTOR WAS ITEM #
5TH MOST INFLUENTIAL FACTOR WAS ITEM #
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HOW INFLUENTIAL WAS EACH ITEM IN YOUR DECISION TO CHEAT?
Rate each item according to the following scale:
1 = Greatly influential 2 = Somewhat influential
3 = Not at all influential
ITEMS CIRCLE RATINGS
1. Task was more difficult than expected 1 2  3
2. The type of task made it easy to cheat 1 2  3
3. Low risk of getting caught 1 2  3
4. Crowded room 1 2  3
5. Close spacing of seats 1 2  3
6. Inattentive proctor 1 2  3
7. Knowledge that others were cheating on the
same task 1 2  3
8. Lack of knowledge about how to do task 1 2  3
9. Lack of instructor help 1 2  3
10. Ambiguous wording of items on task 1 2  3
11. Not enough time to complete task 1 2  3
12. Peer offered me answers 1 2  3
13. Negative instructor attitude 1 2  3
FROM THE LIST OF ITEMS ABOVE, SELECT THOSE THAT WERE MOST 
IMPORTANT IN YOUR DECISION TO CHEAT.
THE MOST INFLUENTIAL FACTOR WAS ITEM # _____
2ND MOST INFLUENTIAL FACTOR WAS ITEM # _____
3RD MOST INFLUENTIAL FACTOR WAS ITEM #_____
4TH MOST INFLUENTIAL FACTOR WAS ITEM #_____
5TH MOST INFLUENTIAL FACTOR WAS ITEM #
QUESTIONS ABOUT THE PERSON WHOSE ANSWERS YOU USED
1. How well did you know that person?  Close friends
 Just an acquaintance
 Not at all
 Does not apply to me
2. Circle your estimate of that person’s academic ability.
A student - B student - C student - D student - I did not know
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